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SENATE-Monday, October 8, 1990 
October 8, 1990 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, October 2, 1990) 

The Senate met at 2 p.m., on the ex- RECOGNITION OF THE 
piration of the recess, and was called MAJORITY LEADER 
to order by the Honorable CHARLES s. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
ROBB, a Senator from the State of Vir- pore. Under the standing order, the 
ginia. majority leader is recognized. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Put on then, as God's chosen ones, 

holy and beloved, compassion, kind
ness, lowliness, meekness, and pa
tience, forbearing one another and for
giving one another, if any man has a 
quarrel against any; even as Christ 
forgave you, so also do ye.-Colossians 
3:12-13. 

Eternal God, perfect in patience and 
love, Congress is knee-deep in frustra
tion, trying to please everyone. But 
this is democracy. We remember the 
words of Winston Churchill: "Democ
racy is the worst form of government, 
except for all the other forms." 

As your servants struggle with con
viction, conscience, and constituent de
mands, much, if not most, of the com
plaint comes from people who don't 
want their share of public funds 
touched or taxed. Help the people to 
remember, Lord, that they have their 
best opportunity to exercise their sov
ereignty in just 4 weeks. Forbid Lord, 
that any should forfeit their responsi
bility to this fundamental, indispensa
ble foundation of our political system. 
In Jesus' name, who loves and forgives 
and forgets. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, October 8, 1990. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable Charles S. 
Robb, a Senator from the State of Virginia, 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ROBB thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President and 

Members of the Senate, at 2:30 p.m., 
or as soon thereafter as possible, it is 
my intention that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of the budget con
ference report. It was approved by the 
House of Representatives in the early 
morning hours of today, and it is im
perative that the Senate approve that 
resolution and follow that with ap
proval of a continuing resolution 
which will permit, in the first instance 
of the budget resolution, the process 
to move foward toward a reconcilia
tion bill and a meaningful, fair, and re
sponsible program to reduce the Fed
eral budget deficit. In the latter in
stance of the continuing resolution, it 
will permit the continued funding of 
the Government until October 20, by 
which time it is our hope that we will 
have completed action on the former, 
the deficit reduction package. 

The budget resolution on which we 
will vote, will not become law. It does 
not require the President's signature. 
It is an internal mechanism of the 
Congress to permit the Congress to 
move forward toward the changes in 
law that will be included in the recon
ciliation bill on which we will vote on 
or prior to October 20. 

Unfortunately, in the past week, 
there has developed the perception 
that a vote on the budget resolution is 
itself a final vote on the budget and 
will itself cause changes in law such as 
those that have been suggested as part 
of the budget summit agreement and 
otherwise. 

That is not the case. The budget res
olution does not become law. It merely 
permits the Congress to proceed to 
enact those laws that will be necessary 
to implement a deficit reduction proc
ess. 

I believe it imperative that the Con
gress proceed to adopt the budget res
olution to permit the continued oper
ation of the Government and to move 
toward the reconciliation bill on or 
prior to October 20 that will change 
the law and bring about the much
needed reduction in the deficit, which 
we all seek, in a fair and responsible 
way. I hope very much that can be 
done in a bipartisan fashion. Through
out the day on Saturday and yester-

day, until very late last night, we were 
involved in discussions with our House 
colleagues and with our colleagues on 
the Republican side in the Senate, in
cluding the distinguished Republican 
leader. the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee, and many others. 
We have tried to structure this in a 
way that would make it truly biparti
san and would be acceptable to the 
President, so as to enable us to pro
ceed to deal with the deficit in a fair 
and responsible way. 

The two parties are now meeting in 
respective conferences to discuss the 
pending budget resolution and con
tinuing resolution. It is my hope that 
out of that will emerge a broad con
sensus, embracing Members of both 
parties, that will enable us to act in a 
decisive manner to end the period of 
doubt and indecision . and negative ac
tivity which has so rightly concerned 
the American people. 

We all want to reduce the deficit. 
We recognize that in a Nation as large 
and diverse as ours there is not una
nimity, nor even consensus, on precise
ly the best way to do it, and so each 
Member of Congress, being a responsi
ble individual but representing a dif
ferent constituency, has his or her 
own views on how best to do it. The 
process in which we are now engaged 
is an effort to reconcile those conflict
ing views in a manner that is accepta
ble to the President. 

The President has been a principal 
participant in these budget negotia
tions. Indeed, I think it fair to say, as 
one who has participated in all of the 
summit meetings, that the dominant 
participants have been the President's 
representatives. They have done most 
of the talking and most of the negoti
ating from the administration's side. 

We made a good faith effort to 
achieve consensus on a budget summit 
agreement. That was not accepted in 
the House of Representatives. We may 
all at a later point in life look back 
and speculate on how or why that 
happened, but this is not the time to 
point the finger of blame or to engage 
in recrimination. This is a democracy. 
Thank God for that. And in a democ
racy, we must have a majority of votes 
of the elected representatives of the 
people to move the process forward 
and to pass laws. 

A majority of the House of Repre
sentatives has spoken. It is a decision 
with which I disagree, but I accept the 
result. All of us must now bend our ef
forts not toward engaging in Monday 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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morning quarterbacking about what 
might have occurred but, rather, in 
looking forward to trying to deal with 
the situation in which we now find 
ourselves and moving forward to re
solve the difficult situation which now 
exists. 

That can be done best by adopting 
this budget resolution. Indeed, it is my 
judgment at this point that can only 
be done by adopting this budget reso
lution. Failure to adopt this resolution 
will continue and deepen the crisis 
which now exists, and, with the ending 
of the holiday period tomorrow morn
ing, it will be much worse than it has 
been over this past weekend. 

So I repeat that it is my hope that 
we will be able to move shortly toward 
consideration of the budget resolution; 
that we will be able to get an agree
ment to reduce the length of time for 
its consideration; that we will have 
strong bipartisan support for adoption 
of the resolution; and that we will pass 
it by a substantial vote, and then move 
on to consideration of the continuing 
resolution so that we can demonstrate 
to the American people that we can 
act decisively, and that we can move 
this process forward. And hopefully, 
before this month is out, we can take 
strong, fair, and meaningful action to 
reduce the Federal budget deficit 
which we all know is necessary to the 
future economic health of our society. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

wish to reserve the remainder of my 
leader time, if any, and all of the 
leader time of the distinguished Re
publican leader. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transac
tion of morning business not to extend 
beyond the hour of 2:30 p.m., with 
Senators pt::rmitted to speak therein 
for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY]. 

THE BUDGET 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I do not 

wish to interfere with what the distin
guished majority leader has said, but I 
understand he has completed his 
statement. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Amer
ican public and Members of the 
Senate on both sides of the aisle will 
listen to what the distinguished Sena
tor from Maine said. We are not play
ing some kind of an abstract game 
even though there are some who want 
to stage it that way. 

This weekend, we have seen the un
necessary and symbolic closing of the 
Washington Monument, the unneces
sary and symbolic closing of the 
Smithsonian, and the unnecessary and 
symbolic pileup of trash along the 
Mall. Some tried to make political 
points, calling the press and claiming 
these a.s examples of sequestration. 
This is the baloney kind of political 
and symbolic posturing that got us in 
this mess in the first place. 

Since 1981, some have felt that we 
could handle the budget by symbols, 
and not by substance; that we could 
talk about what we wanted for Amer
ica, without asking for any sacrifice or 
pain. 

Sequestration is more than the in
convenience of having some of the na
tional monuments close. It means that 
those on parole will not be supervised; 
that the savings and loan crooks 
cannot be prosecuted; that school 
lunches will not be served; that Meals 
on Wheels will not be there; that the 
Head Start Programs will not exist; 
and that our educational system will 
fall even further behind Japan, 
Europe, and the others. 

These are the real effects of a se
quester even if they do not photo
graph as well or show as well in a 10-
second cut. No matter, because they 
are far more deadly to the United 
States. 

Mr. President, I was 1 of the 12 in 
this body who voted against the pro-· 
gram that got us in this mess in the 
first place. It is frustrating for me to 
see visitors come to Washington, DC, 
to find the monuments in the Nation's 
Capital closed. They come here for a 
firsthand view of democracy, to only 
find the doors slammed shut. 

In 1981, we were told: Let us have a 
huge tax cut and 85 percent of the 
people in America said, "What a won
derful idea." We were told: Let us have 
a huge defense buildup and 80 or 85 
percent of the people in the United 
States said, "What a wonderful idea." 
We were told: Let us have a balanced 
budget; again 80 to 85 percent of the 
people of the United States said, 
"What a wonderful idea." 

But the President of the United 
States, and unfortunately a lot of 
Members of both parties in the Con
gress, did not have the guts to stand 
up and say: It may be popular, but you 
cannot do all three. You cannot have a 
huge cut in taxes, a huge buildup in 
defense, and a balanced budget. 

There were very few people who said 
the Emperor has no clothes. Only 12 
in the Senate voted against that pack
age. Now those of the 12 who are still 
here will be asked to help try to get us 
out of this mess. Those who started 
the fiscal forest fire we face now ask 
those who did not start the fire to 
help put it out. 

Mr. President, we have lived on sym
bols and empty promises for 10 years. 

We have tried to substitute rhetoric 
for reality. We have tried to find this 
easy "sloganeering" from the Presi
dent to the Members of Congress, to 
get us out of this mess. It did not 
work. 

Now the piper has to be paid. It is 
going to be a very, very painful pay
ment. We have to ask ourselves are we 
willing to do it? Is the President will
ing to stand up and eschew symbols 
and go for a painful reality? 

Is the Congress willing to do so? The 
American people can expect no less. 
They can go back and find those who 
got us in this mess in the first place, 
and if they want to replace somebody, 
replace them. But they should also ask 
hqw many of us are willing to stand up 
and put this country back on its eco
nomic feet, and put this country in a 
position where finally we can start 
competing with Japan and Europe, 
and bring out the best of our own 
country. 

When I grew up, Mr. President, I 
grew up in a family where we were 
told each generation should try to 
make it better for the next generation. 
I suspect the distinguished Presiding 
Officer was told the same thing by his 
parents. 

We have squandered so much of the 
future of this country during the past 
10 years. We have truly eaten our own 
seed corn. We are not leaving a better 
world for the next generation. But we 
must do more. We must prepare some
thing for the next generation. I hope 
that we can. 

We must follow the leadership of 
Senator MITCHELL and others to stand 
up and say: This has to be done. This 
must be done. We can no longer use 
excuses. We can no longer flee our re
sponsibilities. There is no package of 
taxes, spending cuts, spending pro
grams, tax programs that is going to 
be popular in the park. 

It may be popular passing budgeted 
packages, but, Mr. President, the devil 
is in the details. Those details are 
going to make up the 30-second spots 
claiming that Congressman so and so, 
or Senator so and so voted to cut your 
Medicare. Who wants to face that ad? 
Congressman so and so, at a time 
when our brave men and women are in 
Saudi Arabia, voted against defense 
spending. Who wants to face that? 
Congressman so and so voted to raise 
your taxes, and on and on and on. 

Well, Mr. President, some of us 
ought to be willing to take the heat; 
we cannot hide behind the comfort of 
dealing in symbols, and shoveling 
smoke instead of helping to lead this 
country. None of us owns a seat in the 
U.S. Senate none of us own a seat in 
the House of Representatives. We 
were sent here to do the best for our 
State and for our Nation, not the best 
for our political constituents, or for 
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whatever might be the momentary 
poll. 

Mr. President, there will be other 
speeches made on the specifics, but I 
listened to some of the speeches in 
this debate, and I think some of the 
ones giving them ought to go back to 
school to take a history course, just 
for the heck of it. It would be a very, 
very interesting procedure. We must 
stop thinking that the American 
people can think in only 30-second 
sound bites. 

The American people expect the 
best of the greatest democracy in his
tory, the greatest and most powerful 
nation in history. We are at a thresh
old of seeing this Nation slide into de
cline against Europe and Japan and 
other nations. We have the ability 
today to stop the decline, to reverse it, 
to get us back on the path of great
ness. We cannot do it with empty sym
bols and with feel-good resolutions, 
and we cannot do it with things that 
are just going to be popular to every 
single special interest group from the 
left to the right. We can do it if we 
think of only one interest group, 260 
million Americans, and stand up for 
them. That is the choice we have 
today. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi
ness continue under the same condi
tions as before, reserving the appropri
ate leaders' time until 3 p.m. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I see 
nobody on the floor seeking recogni
tion. I understand that both parties 
are still in caucuses. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KOHL). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

THE BUDGET 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

almost was not here today, but I am. 
And I am ready to do my duty as a 
Senator on the important budget issue 
facing us. I was almost not here today 
because my mother was admitted to 
intensive care. I say that not to draw 
attention to myself or my family but 
to tell you a story about how the 
American people feel about the crisis 
confronting this Congress and this 
country today. 

We received a call from mother's 
homemaker, a lady in the neighbor
hood who gets up and makes her 
breakfast, to say something terrible 
was happening to my mother. Fortu
nately, my sisters and I are only blocks 
away. We dashed there and found out 
that my mother could barely talk, 
could not catch her breath, and by am
bulance we were ready to take her to a 
hospital in Baltimore served by the 
Sisters of Mercy, a hospital where my 
sisters and I were born. 

While I am happy to report to you 
and to other Senators my mother is 
stable, what happened there at the 
hosptial was interesting because here 
was my mom, 75 years old, about my 
height and probably even twice as 
spunky when she is not set back; with 
the oxygen mask over her, with my 
sisters and I standing next to her, she 
asked me if I was coming to vote 
today. 

Mr. President, I could not believe it, 
because only an hour earlier we did 
not know if my mother was going to 
live or die. I said, "Oh, I don't know, 
mom. I don't have it straight. I'm just 
worried about you." She said, "You 
have to go and vote. If the budget lost 
by one vote, I would have another 
heart attack. You go to Washington 
and save Medicare." 

As I sat there with my mother, 
Sister Thomas, who heads up Mercy 
Hospital, said to me, "your mother is 
in the hands of God and the Sisters of 
Mercy. We will do our job by your 
mother. You go to Washington and 
you do your job. Save Medicare." Save 
Medicare. 

Mr. President, I am here dressed a 
little bit more informally than I would 
ordinarily be to address the Senate, to 
participate in my formal duties. I just 
dashed out this morning. 

Mr. President, I am here to save 
Medicare. I am here to save Medicare 
not only for my mom but for all the 
moms. I am here to save veterans' 
health care, not only for my uncles 
but all the men who benefit from that 
most important service. And most of 
all, I am here today to save the United 
States of America. 

Mr. President, I am going to vote for 
the budget that will be presented to 
the Congress this afternoon. I am 
going to vote for it because I truly be
lieve we are going to be able to make 
40 billion dollars' worth of cuts. But 

we are going to do it in a way that is 
going to be fair; we are not going to 
cut Medicare in the way that was 
originally proposed. We are going to, 
instead, take a look at a tax package 
that goes after those who have and 
those who have benefited by this 
decade of glitz economy. 

Mr. President, I look forward to 
being able to vote on raising the tax 
rates of people who make over 
$150,000 a year. I look forward to it. I 
think they ought to pay as much as an 
FBI agent, a schoolteacher, an electri
cian, a waterman, or a farmer in the 
State of Maryland. I think we should 
make sure that the people who make 
over $200,000 a year now, who only 
pay 28 percent on their taxes, will 
then begin to pay their fair share. 

Mr. President, I advocate to the Fi
nance Committee, let us put an addi
tional surcharge on those people who 
make over $500,000 a year. I think the 
sports figures in our society ought to 
be able to step up to the bat and begin 
to pay their fair share. I think we 
ought to put on a surcharge when 
people make over $500,000. Who would 
they be? How about the people in the 
entertainment industry. Let them sing 
a tune of tax fairness. 

Mr. President, I think that sur
charge ought to go on the captains of 
industry so they start paying their fair 
share of this country's budget. I think 
the people who run the corporations 
ought to pay the same taxes as the 
people who work for the corporations. 

Mr. President, I think it is time that 
the Wall Street go-go boys start 
paying their fair share. I am tired of 
hearing about Donald Trump. We 
ought to trump his card and call in the 
game. I am tired of wild card casino, 
speculative kinds of economics in this 
society. 

So I know that when I vote on this 
budget today the decision will be made 
by the Finance Committee and the 
Ways and Means Committee. People 
have talked about this Democratic 
Congress not being able to do its job. 
The reason we have not been able to 
do this job is because we are trying to 
do business with another party that 
wants to protect that 2 percent that 
wants to live like parasites off the 
other 98 percent. I think we have all 
had it, and that is why we are going to 
be able to support this. 

There are those who say, well, we 
ought to be able to make more cuts. I 
absolutely agree with that. I think we 
can make more cuts in the military. I 
think we can cancel that MX missile. I 
think we can cancel star wars. I think 
there are cuts we can make, and yet at 
the same time look out for the men 
and women who are out there per
forming their duties in Operation 
Desert Shield. 

Mr. President, I think there are cuts 
in domestic spending. In my own Sub-
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committee that I chair in Appropria
tions, we fund the programs for veter
ans, housing, and space. 

In our budget, in VA appropriations, 
we have eliminated the Moon Mars 
project. This is very special to the 
President. I know it will be very impor
tant to the future of space explora
tion. But, Mr. President, $300 million 
on a high-risk, Buck Rogers sci-fi 
project is not what is called for when 
people do not know whether we are 
going to have rail service to get to 
work. I would rather make sure they 
get to work than worry about whether 
we are going to get to Mars in the year 
2040. 

I believe we have to take a bit out of 
bureaucracy. In one agency, we froze 
the first-class travel of a Cabinet offi
cer. I believe the American people 
ought to start going first class rather 
than Cabinet officers. 

Mr. President, we have taken action 
to eliminate some of the public rela
tions of fices. If we are going to tell our 
story, let our actions speak for us. 

Now when all is said and done, more 
needs to get done than said. I think if 
we start putting on our green eye
shades where there is fat to cut out, 
we do not have to cut out FBI agents, 
we do not have to cut out meat and 
poultry inspectors, we do not have to 
cut out claims examiners in Social Se
curity. We need those people on the 
job. But there are a lot of things that 
we can cut. Also we can come up with 
the taxes-when people spend more on 
lawyers to evade the taxes than the 
taxes many of us pay. 

Mr. President, that is what I call 
fairness. That is what I call a budget. 
When my name is called this after
noon, I am going to vote "aye." When 
I go back and see my mother tonight 
or tomorrow morning, I am going to 
say that, when I left her, I know that I 
left her in the hands of God and the 
Sisters of Mercy. And I pray that both 
of those are with me today when I cast 
my vote. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time, and I look forward to casting my 
vote. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as in 
morning business for a brief period of 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE INITIATION OF DIRECT selves to the cases of those whose 
FLIGHTS BETWEEN THE struggle for freedom continues. 
SOVIET UNION AND ISRAEL 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, the 

Soviet Union and Israel are discussing 
the possible commencement of direct 
flights between those two countries. 
This could be a historic opportunity 
for both countries, and I wish to urge 
the Soviets and Israel to reach an 
accord at the earliest possible date. 

There has been a considerable warm
ing of relations between the Soviet 
Union and Israel in recent months. 
Consulates may soon open in each 
country, opening the prospect for fur
ther actions leading ultimately to nor
malization of relations. 

A direct flights agreement is a criti
cal first step in this process, and this 
Senator's impressions of the Soviet's 
pronouncements of glasnost and peres
troika, will in part, be shaped by their 
willingness to conclude a satisfactory 
agreement. 

A satisfactory agreement will in
clude flights for the emigration of 
Soviet Jews and others, not just 
flights for those Soviets granted visi
tor's visas. 

Should such an agreement be 
reached, at long last the prospect of 
allowing Soviet Jews to go directly to 
Israel to begin a new life in freedom 
would be upon us. We in the interna
tional community must work to ensure 
direct flights become reality. 

As cochairman of the Congressional 
Caucus for Soviet Jews, I have spoken 
frequently on behalf of refuseniks and 
others who have been locked behind 
Soviet borders, unable to pursue their 
dream of life in their ancient home
land. While the flow of emigrants 
from the Soviet Union has risen dra
matically, there are still hundreds of 
refuseniks who even in this era of glas
nost cannot gain permission to leave 
the Soviet Union. 

This is the story behind the story, 
Mr. President. 

The struggle for freedom has come 
true for former refuseniks such as 
Georgi Samoliovich, Alexander Pya
tetsky, and Vladimir Dashevsky, but it 
remains elusive for Mikhail Kazach
kov, Sergie Veprinsky-whose wife, by 
the way, lives in Illinois-Anatoli 
Genis, and others who have waited as 
long as 10 years for permission to emi
grate. 

Mr. President, every step taken by 
these two countries toward a direct 
flights agreement represents a further 
opening in the window of opportunity 
for increased Soviet Jewish emigra
tion. We must remain committed to 
the cause of free emigration from the 
Soviet Union. 

I will continue to do all I can to sup
port the commencement of direct 
flights. An agreement would be cause 
for celebration, Mr. President, and 
remind all of us to rededicate our-

TERRY ANDERSON 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

rise to inform my colleagues that 
today marks the 2,032d day that Terry 
Anderson has been held captive in 
Beirut. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KERREY). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, what is 
the order of business right now? 

WHAT NORTH DAKOTA IS ALL 
ABOUT 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I 
would never consider living anywhere 
but North Dakota. The people of my 
State truly are special, as I was re
minded when a fine farmer and State 
Senator, Clark Ewen, passed away re
cently. Hearing Clark was dying of 
cancer, more than a hundred neigh
bors and friends organized to harvest 
almost 6 million pounds of his sugar 
beets in a single day. As his widow 
said, "That's the way people do things 
in rural communities. This Is What 
North Dakota Is All about." 

A third-generation Red River Valley 
farmer, Clark Ewen started raising 
sugar beets in 1962. He helped orga
nize the Red River Valley Beet Sugar 
Cooperative that merged with Ameri
can Crystal Sugar in 1975. He worked 
to change the payment formula to 
reward beet farmers for higher levels 
of extractable sugar and to build huge 
storage facilities. Clark was truly a 
pioneer in my State's sugar beet indus
try. 

To honor this individual and the 
spirit of Dakota, I ask unanimous con
sent that a newspaper story by Colleen 
Munro of the Grand Forks Herald be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Grand Forks Herald, Sept. 29, 
19901 

'FOR EVERYTHING THAT HE'S DONE FOR 
BEETS' 

<By Colleen Munro) 
MAYVILLE, N.D.-It was a perfect morning 

to dig beets; dry, cool and sunny. Neighbors 
and friends of the late Clark Ewen did just 
that. 

In the space of a single morning, seven 
lifters scooped out beets six rows at a time, 
chewing through 200 acres of the Ewen 
family 's sugar beet crop. 
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As soon as one truck was full, another was 

there to take its place. A line-up of more 
than 100 trucks, two deep, waited for their 
tum to get in the field, snaking through the 
better part of a quarter mile. 

Idle truck drivers left vehicles to gather in 
groups. They visited about the weather. The 
beet crop. And Clark Ewen. 

"Clark was a good friend. We're doing it as 
a gesture for everything that he's done for 
beets," says Butch Lovas, a Hillsboro farmer 
and friend. 

Ewen, former chair of the board of Ameri
can Crystal Sugar and veteran sugar beet 
grower, died of cancer at age 59 in Mayville 
last Sunday. Friends and neighbors knew he 
was ill, and had decided long before his 
passing they would give the family a hand 
with harvest this year. 

Ewen had a reputation of being peacemak
er. But he was also admired for his dedica
tion to farming. 

A couple of weeks before he died, Ewen 
called his friend John Freije, mayor of May
ville. He wanted to see the farmstead, and 
his fields, one last time. His wife, Joann, 
drove the truck. 

So Ewen, with hospital bed, IV. nurses 
and all was loaded into the back of Freije's 
pick-up truck. He got to see the fields he 
knew his neighbors would be harvesting for 
him one last time. 

Lovas, along with Mark Steinberger, 
American Crystal agriculturalist for the 
Mayville area, coordinated the special har
vest. 

The idea got started in August, with 
people calling Lovas, asking how they could 
help. Early in September, a letter went out 
describing the plan to help the Ewens lift 
about a third of their beet crop. 

And on Thursday, KDGO radio in Fargo 
reminded farmers about the special effort 
on its harvest report. Farmers came from as 
far as East Grand Forks and Moorhead to 
pay tribute to Ewen. 

Hillsboro's pre-pile havest was finished on 
Thursday, so the factory was open on 
Friday just to receive beets from the Ewen 
farm. 

Truck drivers gathered early in the morn
ing at the Hillsboro factory, and formed a 
convoy out to the field south of Mayville. A 
neighbor said the trucks coming around the 
Blanchard comer sounded like a train at 7 
a.m. 

Nearly 6 million pounds of beets later, by 
early afternoon, the harvest was all done. 

The women's auxiliary of the Congrega
tional United Church of Christ in Mayville 
was ready with lunch for the troops after
word. 

The Ewen family was there, too, through 
most of the morning and for lunch. 

"It sounds like a cliche," said Joann Ewen, 
Clark's widow. "But this is what North 
Dakota is all about. 

She said that her husband knew and ap
proved of the harvest. 

"He knew that everyone wanted to help, 
knew that that's the way people do things 
in rural communities," Joann Ewen said. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn
ing business has expired. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed as 

though in morning business to discuss 
matters relevant to the consideration 
shortly of the budget resolution and 
the continuing resolution when they 
are before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, as you 

know, and as all Members of the 
Senate know, and I am sure as the 
country knows, the House late last 
night-or I guess one could say early 
this morning because most of the work 
was done after midnight-passed a 
budget resolution and a continuing 
resolution that I expect are now in the 
hands of the Senate, or if they are not 
now in the hands of the Senate will 
shortly be here. 

One of the, I think, giants in all that 
has occurred to date in the difficult 
months of discussions is here on the 
floor of the Senate with me, the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Ten
nessee, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee. It will shortly become his 
major obligation to attempt to per
suade a majority of the Senators of 
both political persuasions in this 
Chamber to act on a budget resolution 
and a continuing resolution that will 
determine the course of history for 
this Nation, I am convinced, for a 
period of time in the future. 

I think many of us, even those who 
shrink from the task, are concerned 
about the chaotic result if we do not 
act, and I said at the conference today 
that I was a little amused when my 
wife and I, and my little grandson, my 
3-year old grandson, were in Union 
Station Saturday night having a little 
pizza in a Chicago pizza parlor. 

A person came up and said, "You are 
Senator DrxoN." "Yes, sir." And he ad
vised me that he was a constitutent of 
my State and said, "You know, I do 
not know why we are so concerned 
about sequestration. We have been 
here this weekend, and you cannot see 
a couple bears at the zoo, and you 
cannot get in the Washington Monu
ment. Big deal." 

And I thought maybe we ought to 
think in terms of what this sequestra
tion really is, starting tomorrow. This 
is a legal holiday, Columbus Day. 
Were it not for these obligations, I 
would be in Chicago marching in the 
Columbus Day parade, having lunch 
with Joe DiMaggio, a great baseball 
player; later having the honor of in
troducing Gov. Mario Cuomo of New 
York State. But instead I am here, as I 
should be. 

I would like to talk a little bit about 
sequestration. These figures are not 
inviolate, but this is information that 
the chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, the President pro tempore, and 
others have distributed to tell you a 
little bit about what sequestration is. 

Well, Mr. and Mrs. America, here is 
sequestration. Here is the alternative 
to acting now. In the Judiciary, a 30-
percent sequester in the judicial 
branch would cause a release of 46,000 
potentially dangerous probationers 
and parolees from supervision. That is 
sequestration. 

In the Justice Department, layoffs 
would cause severe curtailment of 
criminal litigation and prosecutions 
under the Violent Crime Program and 
the Financial Institution Fraud Pro
gram. Layoffs in the U.S. Marshals 
Service would result in an increase of 
more than 3,000 felons at large into 
our society. Layoffs, under sequestra
tion, would result in a 41-percent de
crease in the number of investigations 
conducted by the Organized Crime 
Drug Enforcement Task Force, and 
would actually cost the Government 
money because of an estimated $294 
million reduction in seizures and for
feitures. 

Mr. President, under sequestration, 
6,000 FBI personnel would be laid off. 
That would cause curtailment of inves
tigations in the S&L fraud cases, 
which is the scandal in this country 
today, rendering a lot of those cases 
unprosecutable because of the fact 
that the statute of limitations would 
run out. 

I hope most Americans understand 
what that means. I am a lawyer, and 
the statute of limitations is the limita
tion on the time in which you can 
bring prosecution of these cases. Drug 
and organized crime investigations 
would be restricted. Drug enforcement 
operations in smaller U.S. cities and 
rural areas would be severely restrict
ed. Cutbacks in the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service would result in 
5,000 fewer drug seizures and a reduc
tion in the apprehension of 8,000 
criminal aliens entering the United 
States. 

Mr. President, that is the Judiciary 
and Justice Department. That is only 
part of the story. 

You live in rural America, Mr. Presi
dent, and my great State is always 
first or second in corn and first or 
second, soybeans; big competition, 
always, with Iowa. In the Agriculture 
Department, the Nation's 7,800 meat 
and poultry plants, employing 400,000 
people, which cannot operate without 
Federal inspection, would have to be 
shut down for 137 days, while USDA 
employees are furloughed. The Forest 
Service estimates that the reduction in 
timber sales, as a consequence of a se
quester, would result in a loss of reve
nue to the Treasury of one-half billion 
dollars. 

The Food and Drug Administration, 
let us talk about that. The safety of 
the Nation's blood supply could no 
longer be guaranteed. Blood banks 
would only be inspected once every 2 
years, increasing the risk of AIDS, 
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hepatitis, and other serious diseases 
transmitted through contaminated 
blood. 

I am on the Armed Services Commit
tee, and I am chairman of the Sub
committee on Readiness, Sustainabil
ity, and Support, very jurisdictional to 
what is happening in Operation 
Desert Shield over in the Mideast. A 
full year sequester would not be man
ageable without significant damage to 
the national defense. All defense agen
cies would have to furlough personnel. 
Virtually every defense procurement 
program would have to be cut 35 per
cent. 

The sequester would lay off about 
900 Department of Energy personnel 
and 52,000 contractor personnel. I 
have the biggest airport in the world 
in my State, in Chicago, Mr. President, 
which is O'Hare. Six-thousand flights 
a day at 40 major airports in the coun
try would be reduced. 

Listen to this. Rehabilitation of over 
2,000 bridges and 13,500 miles of inter
state highway could not be done, and 
100,000 jobs would be lost in that area. 

What about Amtrak? Amtrak would 
be brought to the brink of bankruptcy. 
My State depends on Amtrak. In 
downstate Illinois, where I come from, 
from city to city in small-town Amer
ica, Amtrak is the way you travel. It 
would be brought to the brink of 
bankruptcy by sequestration. 

In the Postal Service, pref erred mail 
rates to nonprofit organizations, such 
as the United Way, the Girl Scouts, 
and so forth, would be discontinued. 
In Health and Human Services, drug 
abuse treatment in America would be 
reduced $650 million; AIDS fundings, 
$475 million. 

Medicare claims would be curtailed, 
resulting in $260 million in claims in 
backlog. Mr. President, in sequestra
tion, 78 million meals to older Ameri
cans would be eliminated. Social Secu
rity audit activities would have to be 
reduced, increasing erroneous pay
ments by about $15 billion. Biomedical 
research would be reduced $3.5 billion. 

Head Start would be reduced by over 
$500 million, eliminating help for over 
185,000 kids in America. Childhood im
munizations would be eliminated for 
1,600,000 kids. The Department of 
Education would be reduced by $6 % 
billion. Black lung clinics-and in my 
State, in southern Illinois, where they 
mine soft coal-would serve 10,600 
fewer patients. 

Well, Mr. President, I am indebted 
to my friend, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, and others, who 
have brought this to our attention. 
For those that think there is an easy 
vote here, Mr. President, there is 
none. 

This is not just the bear at the zoo, 
and the Washington Monument, and a 
park you cannot go into next weekend, 
for change. This is very, very serious 
stuff. And shortly, our friend, the 
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chairman of the Budget Committee, 
will take the floor, along with his dis
tinguished ranking member, who in 
his time has chaired this committee. 
Both have performed a great service 
to this country, representing different 
philosophical views and different po
litical parties, but representing their 
States and their country the best they 
knowhow. 

I hope that the Senate will listen, 
and I hope the country will listen, 
while some men who have a very diffi~ 
cult and unpleasant job to do, lay 
before this body, Mr. President, the 
frightful alternative to passing this 
budget resolution, which, of course, 
does not require the President's signa
ture, but, important as well, a continu
ing resolution which does. 

I say, in conclusion, that while what 
some of these fine men did in leader
ship of the summit was rejected by the 
House, the goal they seek of major re
ductions, a total of $500 billion in re
ductions, both by cuts and revenue in 
our budget deficit over the next 5 
years, is a goal very much in the inter
est of a prosperous, well-managed, and 
decently run America. And I thank 
them for their efforts. 

Mr. President, since I see that my 
colleagues are not quite ready to begin 
their discussions on the resolution, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislation clerk pro
ceeding to call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be permit
ted to proceed for 15 minutes with the 
understanding that if either one of the 
floor managers of the budget resolu
tion or either one of the leaders 
wishes to speak or lay the budget reso
lution before the Senate, I will happily 
relinquish the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE POLITICAL PROCESS 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, these 

are indeed times that try men's souls. I 
have been in the Senate 16 years, and 
I have never seen a time that I 
thought was more ominous for the 
future of the country than now. I do 
not quarrel with the antipathy and 
the cynicism that I sense across the 
country toward not just Congress but 
the whole political process. 

I think if you were to ask the ordi
nary citizen on the street, "Do you 
think you ought to kick the rascals 

out?" you would get about an 80-per
cent "aye" response. 

Incidentally, I agree with that. If 
you could kick the rascals out, maybe 
we could get something done around 
here. But you and I both know that, at 
times like this, people do not make dis
tinctions between the rascals and the 
good guys. One of the reasons we are 
in this predicament is that 10 years 
ago the herd instinct swept across this 
floor and there was no distinction be
tween what was right and what was 
wrong. 

I do not really intend this to be par
tisan, but I do want to review why we 
are here today. I might also say that I 
heard one of the network commenta
tors Friday night say that this mess 
started 10 years ago. Then they pro
ceeded to show President Reagan 
saying we are going to cut your taxes 
30 percent, we are going to double de
fense spending, and we are going to 
balance the budget. 

I do not intend to be critical of that 
particular network, but I wanted to 
say, where were you 10 years ago when 
there were 11 lonely Senators standing 
on the floor saying that those prom
ises were nonsense? 

The next night I heard a network 
correspondent say, after the President 
vetoed the continuing resolution, that 
he had turned the heat up on Con
gress. Nobody said, "The President is 
being irresponsible. That this is going 
to shut down the Government." His 
veto was not to assure a sequester. It 
would shut down the Government, all 
Government. It would make one yearn 
to live in Eastern Europe if that took 
place. 

That evening on that same network, 
the commentator implied that Con
gress cannot get its work done, cannot 
do anything. And yet it was the Presi
dent's own party that killed his budget 
in the House. 

Going back 10 years ago when this 
whole thing was set in motion, I am re
minded of a good friend of mine who 
used to be in the House of Representa
tives. His name is Ray Thornton. He 
was president of the University of Ar
kansas. He was president of the Uni
versity of Arkansas at the time this 
Reagan proposal, so-called supply side 
economics, came into vogue in 1981. 
Ray said to his father-in-law one day, 
"The President says he can cut taxes 
by 30 percent, double defense spend
ing, and balance the budget." He said 
his father-in-law said, "What a dyna
mite idea. I wonder why nobody ever 
thought of that before?" 

We have $3% trillion in debt now to 
show why nobody ever thought of that 
before. It made no sense then. I have a 
speech here that I made on July 29, 
1981-I am not sure that was the day 
we voted, but I think it was-in which 
I simply said you pass this bill and you 
are going to create deficits big enough 
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to choke a mule. And we passed the 
bill and we doubled defense spending 
and we created deficits big enough to 
choke a mule. 

Mr. President, do you know what 
that bill has cost the Treasury? I can 
remember pleading at that time. I said 
I will support a 5-percent tax cut but 
we do not have to do this all at one 
time. We are going to be here next 
year and the following year. Let us 
proceed with some caution here. But, 
as I say, I have never seen the herd in
stinct sweep across this floor quite like 
it did that day. 

These are President Bush's figures 
that he submitted td us this year in 
his budget. As of this year, 1990, 
which ended September 30, that tax 
cut cost $1.763 trillion. Even with all 
the tax increases we have had since 
then, the net loss from that tax cut of 
1981 is still well over $1 trillion. 

Listen to what Mahatma Gandhi 
said: 

Performance of one's duties should be in
dependent of public opinion. I hav.e all 
along held that one is bound to act accord
ingly to what one appears to be right even 
though it may appear wrong to others. I 
admit that there is always a possibility of 
one's mistaking right for wrong and vice 
versa, but often one learns to recognize 
wrong only through unconscious error. On 
the other hand, if a man fails to follow a 
light within, fails to follow the light within, 
for fear of public opinion or any other simi
lar reason, he would never be able to know 
right from wrong and in the end lose all 
sense of distinction between the two. 

A lot of politics is involved in what is 
going on right now. So far as I am per
sonally concerned, I do not like this 
budget resolution. I like it better than 
the one the House defeated the other 
night, but I do not like a lot of the 
provisions in it by any means. I will do 
my very best at the proper time, to 
change some of the priorities. 

Defense spending, in the allocation 
of this budget, is higher than either 
the House or the Senate figure. Now I 
could wax and wane for an hour about 
that and I know some of my colleagues 
are also deeply disturbed by that de
fense number. By the same token, I 
would remind them that we all had a 
chance to cut defense when the de
fense authorization bill was on the 
floor, but we did not, and indeed, could 
not. 

I would also remind you that the de
fense appropriations bill is coming 
through here sometime in the next 2 
weeks and everyone will have a chance 
to offer cuts. I am going to off er an 
amendment to cut SDI by almost $1 
billion. Others will attempt to elimi
nate the B-2 bomber. Some people will 
say we ought to bring 100,000 men 
home from Europe immediately. I 
have spent the last 3 years trying to 
get our forces in Korea reduced. 

We have 50,000 men in Japan; 40,000 
in Korea; 300,000 in Germany. And 
they cost billions of dollars. We do not 

need 50,000 people in Japan. Japan 
makes a contribution, but it is a pit
tance compared to what it costs us. 
And the same way with Korea. The 
Koreans make a small contribution 
but South Korea has twice the popula
tion of North Korea, 10 times the 
GNP rate, and we have 40,000 people 
there to defend South Korea. What 
kind of nonsense is that? The point I 
want to make is that everybody is 
going to have an opportunity to 
reduce that defense figure if they 
want to. 

My problem, I should say problems, 
with the first budget resolution, in
cluded the gas tax, cuts in Medicare, 
and cuts in agriculture. Arkansas has 
the highest consumption of gasoline 
per registered vehicle in the country. 
That gasoline tax was devastating. We 
are No. 2 in the percentage of our 
people over 65, just behind Florida. 
And we are still an agriculture State, 
and farm programs were devastated 
under the budget proposal. I am glad 
it was defeated. 

But in the final analysis, Mr. Presi
dent, my really strenuous objection 
came when I saw the figures that 
showed people who make $10,000 a 
year-that is below the poverty line-
7 %-percent tax increase while people 
who made over $200,000 a year got a 
1 %-percent tax increase. 

The only thing I could find in the 
Washington Post yesterday that I 
found very interesting was an article 
by Lester Thurow, the very esteemed, 
well-known and thoughtful economist 
at MIT. He laid it out so perfectly. Not 
only did he talk about the regressivity 
of that budget resolution, he also said 
that $40 billion, in light of a $290 bil
lion deficit, is nothing. And that is 
true. 

We are going to have a heck of a 
time getting a budget resolution 
through that will cut $40 billion in the 
year 1991. Even under Gramm
Rudman accounting, the deficit, after 
you cut $40 billion, will still be $250 
billion. If you add Social Security and 
the trust funds, the deficit, after we 
have labored to cut $40 billion in 
spending and raise that much revenue, 
will be $390 billion. 

The other day I was driving down 
Pennsylvania Avenue, and I saw a 
group of people in front of the White 
House. They had signs saying, "Tax 
the Rich." I thought, what a strange 
looking group of people. They did not 
look like the far-out kind who are con
cerned about income distribution in 
this country or the terrible disparity 
of wealth that has gone on a rampage 
in the last 10 years; they were well
dressed people. So I stopped and 
talked to a man. I said, "You favor 
taxing the rich?" He said "Yes." I said, 
"Who are these people?" He said, 
"They are rich people. These are all 
people who make $200,000 or more. 
We are tired of the White House pan-

dering to us. We are patriots; we love 
America, too. We are concerned about 
this country and our children's future, 
just like everybody else." 

I said, "Well, you have certainly got 
a friend in the White House. He does 
not think you ought to pay taxes." He 
said, "That is just it. We consider it 
rank discrimination against us." 

I said, "Really?" He said, "Yes." And 
I said, "Well, have you seen the Presi
dent?" He said, "No." 

"Is this the point you want to make 
with him?" 

"Yes." 
I said, "Well, I wish you well," and I 

started to walk off. And I have already 
told him who I was, and he said, "Sen
ator, just one other question. Who is 
NEWT?" 

I said, "Who is NEWT?" "Yes," he 
says, "I see in the press all the time 
where everything has to be run by 
NEWT. They think he will approve it or 
he will not approve it." He said, "I 
voted for Ronald Reagan twice, and 
George Bush once, but I have never 
voted for anybody named NEWT." 

So I told him who NEWT was. 
That is just an Art Buchwald spoof. 

None of that ever happened. But I 
thought, what an interesting thing it 
would be if it did happen. Because, 
you see, I happen to believe that even 
though the wealthy people of this 
country do not enjoy paying taxes any 
more than I do, you give them a choice 
of doing their share in this budget or 
watching this country go down the 
tubes and they will choose to do their 
share. They love America. Most of 
them have done extremely well under 
our system. Unhappily, nobody ever 
asked them for very much. 

Mr. President, while I do not like 
this resolution, I am going to vote for 
it. I really do not like this resolution. I 
can give you 20 reasons not to vote for 
it. I do not like the defense number; I 
do not like the agricultural numbers; I 
do not like anything else in it, much. 
But there is one thing about it. It has 
one benefit that the other one did not. 
We will have an opportunity to amend 
it and change it the way we want it, 
and put some progressivity in the 
taxes that are going to be raised here. 
While the defense number is very 
high, it can be reduced. It is a ceiling, 
not a floor. 

I am also going to vote for it because 
I know that people across the country 
are saying this place can not function. 
They are saying this is just like that 
shortstop position that Leo Durocher 
talked about. Durocher pulled his 
shortstop out of the game because he 
had let three successive balls roll be
tween his legs. He said, "Take the 
bench; I am going to show you how to 
play shortstop." The first ball went 
right between his legs and he came 
back to the dugout and he said, 
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"you've got that position so screwed 
up, nobody can play it." 

<Disturbance in the Visitors' Galler
ies.) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the gallery. There are 
not to be any demonstrations of ap
proval or disapproval in the galleries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BRYAN). The Senator is correct. Order 
in the galleries. 

The time of the Senator from Ar
kansas has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. My humor is irresis
table, Mr. President. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
yield? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes, I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Ar
kansas ref erred earlier-and I beg his 
pardon for interrupting him-he re
f erred earlier to the defense numbers. 
It may be that he is laboring under a 
wrong impression. Or it may not be. 

Mr. BUMPERS. On the defense 
numbers? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Senator, the figure 

I saw, I thought I saw, and I may have 
looked -at the wrong line, was $297.1 
billion, I believe. 

Mr. BYRD. I thought the Senator 
might be ref erring to the numbers 
that appear in the RECORD of yester
day, the House of Representatives, Oc
tober 7, page H9143. 

Mr. BUMPERS. What page is that 
on this resolution before us, Senator? 

Mr. BYRD. I am not referring to the 
resolution right now. I think, from 
what I gather by the answer of the 
Senator, that I am not-he and I are 
talking about the same basic figures. I 
would like to ref er to the figures that 
are on page H9 l 43 of the RECORD of 
October 7, yesterday. The CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of the House. These 
numbers, I believe, were referred to in 
the conference, the Democratic con
ference today in the Senate. 

I wanted to correct those numbers, 
for the RECORD. I thought the Senator 
might be referring to them and that is 
why I interrupted him. If he is not, I 
can wait until later. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Senator, that is 
quite all right. I was looking at the 
same page you are looking at now and 
the budget numbers, 050, national de
fense. It shows budget authority for 
1991 of $288.3 billion, and outlays of 
$297 billion. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BUMPERS. It was my under

standing that this budget resolution 
had a cap of $297 .1 billion. This is the 
first budget that came to us, is it not? 

Mr. BYRD. What I would like to do, 
I would like to call the attention of 
the Senator to the numbers for fiscal 
year 1994 and 1995. He will note that 
in 1994, the figure for our budget au
thority for national defense is $351.5 

billion, and in 1995 $364.9 billion, and 
for outlays in defense, $341. 7 billion in 
1994 and $351.1 billion in 1995. 

I am sorry, because I do not now be
lieve, as I listened to the Senator, that 
he was referring to those figures. But 
if he had been, I wanted to call to his 
attention that those figures are in 
error. 

Mr. BUMPERS. They are in error? 
Mr. BYRD. They are very much in 

error. Let me give the Senator the cor
rect figures. Instead of $391.5 billion 
for fiscal year 1994 in budget author
ity for defense, the correct number 
would be $292 billion. 

Mr. BUMPERS. In outlays? 
Mr. BYRD. In budget authority. 
Mr. BUMPERS. For 1991? 
Mr. BYRD. For 1994. I am talking 

about 1994 and 1995, where the figures 
are grossly in error. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Is the Senator 
saying the budget authority for 1994 is 
$282 billion? 

Mr. BYRD. I am saying it is $292 in
stead of $351.5, as shown in that table. 

Mr. BUMPERS. How on Earth did 
this happen? I do not understand. 

Mr. BYRD. These are the nonbud
get authority figures that were in the 
bill as passed by the Senate. So let me 
finish, if the Senator will allow me. 
Let me finish making the corrections. 
Instead of $351.5 in 1994, for budget 
authority under 050, national defense, 
the correct number is $292.0. In other 
words, a difference of $59.5 billion. 
And 1995, instead of $364.9 for budget 
authority, national defense, the cor
rect number is $295.0; in other words, 
a difference of $69.9 billion. 

Then for outlays, instead of $341.7 
billion, as shown in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of yesterday, for 1994 the cor
rect number is $290.0. 

In other words, that is a difference 
of $51.7 billion. And for fiscal year 
1995, instead of $351.1 billion in out
lays for national defense, the correct 
number is $291.0, a difference of $60.1. 
So the conference agreement figures 
for defense printed on page H9143 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of yester
day, October 7, 1990, misstates the de
fense budget authority and outlays for 
fiscal year 1994 and 1995 by the 
amounts that I have stated. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is very en
lightening, and I appreciate that. As 
my colleague knows, I do not mean to 
reveal anything said in the caucus. He 
knows those numbers were bandied 
around in our caucus today, and there 
are some misperceptions. 

Mr. BYRD. There were, and the 
reason I did not attempt to correct 
them then was because I did not have 
the correct figures at my fingertips, 
and I had to wait until I could secure 
those. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Senator 
very much. I am pleased he interrupt
ed me to clarify. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for 
the service he is performing, and I 
thank him for allowing me to inter
rupt him, which I very much regret 
having to do. But I felt that he was la
boring under a misimpression because 
of these figures, and even though he 
was not even at that point, I thank 
him for giving me the opportunity for 
correcting them. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I will close. I 
assume there are others who wish to 
speak while we are still waiting for 
this budget resolution to be laid down. 

Let me just mention, Mr. President, 
the attitude of people across the coun
try. We cannot blame the American 
people for what can only be described 
as a highly distrustful, cynical attitude 
about Congress. 

As I have said on this floor many 
times, we all feel that the President 
shares a large part of the responsibil
ity for whatever is going on here be
cause of a lack of leadership. But that 
is not satisfactory to the people. They 
believe that the country is stagnant 
economically, that the deficit is going 
to ultimately result in our trading 
partners demanding that we pay them 
in marks and yen instead of dollars, as 
terrible as that may sound. 

The Japanese have sold more Ameri
can debentures since January 1 of this 
year than they purchased by a large 
margin. The Germans are engrossed in 
a terrible expense, close to a trillion 
dollars, probably, before it is over, in 
absorbing East Germany. 

The economy is stagnant and cannot 
move as long as interest rates stay 
where they are. This budget resolution 
does not go far enough. And it certain
ly does not arrange priorities to suit 
me or the people in my State. But 
they expect, and they have a legiti
mate right to expect, this body to do 
something about the deficit. 

If we want to see the stock market, 
which has been so volatile in the past 
60-90 days, settle down, we must come 
up with realistic figures in this budget 
resolution and show the kind of re
solve that people have a right to 
expect of us. 

The people on Wall Street and the 
money managers across America are 
not dummies. They have analysts all 
over this town saying, "What does this 
mean? Is it real? Are they really seri
ous about reducing the deficit? Are 
they going to finesse the problem yet 
one more year?" 

You saw the market the other day. I 
spoke to a group of bankers downtown 
on Monday after the budget summi
teers announced the budget proposal 
on Sunday. I told that group of bank
ers that the market would go up prob
ably 100 points that day. As it turned 
out, it only went up 63 points. And I 
also predicted it would start south 
again as people began to realize that 
the budget resolution was not ade-
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quate, and especially that it was going 
nowhere. 

So, Mr. President, I am going to sup
port something that I do not much 
like because the alternatives are too 
ominous to even think about. Let me 
give an illustration. I have heard the 
Senator from West Virginia describe 
what will happen in case of a seques
ter. Let me tell my colleagues what it 
will do just in one instance in my 
State. 

We are, by far and away, the biggest 
grower and processor of broilers. We 
have 12 big poultry plants in our 
State. One out of ten people in Arkan
sas work for the poultry industry or in 
related industries. We have 24,000 
people working in poultry processing 
plants. 

Tomorrow morning at 7 o'clock 
when those poultry plants would nor
mally open, if we do not take action 
tonight, 24,000 people will be without 
jobs because they cannot process a 
single chicken unless there are Federal 
inspectors there. And the thousands of 
meat and poultry inspectors across the 
country will be without jobs tomorrow 
morning at 7 a.m., and 24,000 people in 
my State will be out of work just in 
the one industry. 

Do my colleagues also know that the 
President wants us to pass some kind 
of a $40 billion sequester when we pass 
a continuing resolution to send to him. 
The word sequester doesn't mean 
much to most people. We talk about 
sequester on the floor, but many folks 
do not know what that means. They 
just know that they do not want to 
lose their jobs, and that they have 
bills they can't pay if they do. 

The poultry industry is highly pro
grammed. We have hundreds of mil
lions of eggs being set every week in 
this country. From the time that egg 
is laid, they can tell you when that 
chicken will come off the processing 
line about 10 weeks later. There are 
hundreds of millions of chickens in 
chicken houses and they have to move 
on a given day at a given hour. 

If we shut those plants down, not 
just in my State but all over America
beef packers and poultry processors
everything starts backing up. We will 
have a backlog of chickens that will be 
catastrophic to that industry. 

If that happens in just one industry, 
with which I happen to be totally fa
miliar, and we compound that with all 
the other things that would happen in 
the country, just imagine the result. 
There will be no drug enforcement. 
Thousands of felons on parole will be 
unsupervised. The list goes on · and on. 
We will lose more by the chaos that 
results than we will ever save with a 
$40 billion sequester. 

If the Government is shut down, 
within 2 or 3 weeks time I promise my 
colleagues that the poultry people will 
owe no taxes this year. That is how 
devastating it would be. So if we pass a 

continuing resolution and a budget 
resolution, and the President chooses 
to veto it, I will let him explain his 
action. I am going to do my duty this 
afternoon and try to avoid a shut
down. I am entitled to dislike this 
budget and yet vote for it, because I 
think it is essential as a responsible 
Senator not to let this shutdown 
happen. If the President says, "I want 
every 't' crossed just so, and every 'i' 
dotted just so, or I am going to veto 
it," let him explain it to the American 
people. 

I do not know the President well. I 
knew him better when he was Vice 
President than now. He never invites 
me over for dinner, but I like him per
sonally. I think he is a decent man. He 
is not without compassion. 

Surely he is not going to stand on 
ceremony or on some devious mythical 
political proposition that this is the 
way to show his leadership skills; that 
he lets this country literally go into 
chaos tomorrow. It is a very ominous 
thought, is it not, Mr. President? 

So I am hoping we get this budget 
resolution laid down, debated and 
voted on. I do not see that I have any 
choice, quite frankly, but to vote for 
this resolution. I do not think anybody 
else who really wants to be responsible 
does either because the consequences 
are too great. 

Mr. President, I think the Ways and 
Means Committee and the Finance 
Committee are very likely to raise 
income tax rates and come back saying 
that in the future for wealthy people 
who make $170,000 or more, the tax 
rate will not go from 33 percent back 
to 28 percent. In the future, the rate 
will stay at 33 percent. That produces 
quite a bit of money. The argument 
will be made on this floor that if you 
do that, this economy, which is al
ready stagnant and teetering, will go 
into a depression. 

I used to buy that argument, and I 
think it has some credibility. But I 
also think a lot of people use it just to 
make sure taxes are not raised. There 
is a novelist, and I cannot think of his 
name now, who said he grew up in a 
household where Franklin Roosevelt 
was considered the biggest pariah ever 
to come down the pike in this country. 
He said his father was still cussing 
Franklin Roosevelt 30 years after he 
died because of all the taxes he had 
imposed. He said his father used to 
say, "Do you realize that Bing Crosby 
has to work for 6% days before he ever 
makes a dollar for himself?" Back 
when Bing Crosby was working 6% 
days a week to pay his taxes, he was 
making about 1,000 times or more in 
that half-day than my father was. 

I was taught that Franklin Roose
velt was our savior because we got 
pure water. We got sewage facilities. 
We got REA. My father was a small
town hardware dealer. He could sell 
refrigerators and radios to country 

people who had never known those 
kinds of luxuries. So you can imagine 
how people in my household felt 
about Franklin Roosevelt. 

I know all those arguments about 
not raising taxes because it will really 
speed this recession into a depression. 
I do not believe that any more than I 
believe that it really hurt Bing Crosby 
to pay his taxes. He still died with 
quite a bit of money. 

And you tell me this. Since August 2, 
when Saddam Hussein invaded 
Kuwait, how is it that we are willing 
to pay in excess of $100 billion a year, 
for the increase price of oil in this 
country, in excess of $100 billion a 
year on an annualized basis-and a lot 
of it is going to people that we are not 
especially fond of-right out of the 
American consumer's pocket? They 
tell you that $40 billion, or $50 billion, 
or even $60 billion in increased income 
taxes over a 5-year period will send the 
economy into a tailspin. Yet you do 
not hear a peep, not a peep, not even a 
suggestion that we conserve energy in 
order to get the price down; not one 
single national appeal to even carpool 
to try to get oil prices down. We are 
going to cough up about $110 billion a 
year just for the increased price of oil 
since August. Yet some will say, "Yes, 
but you cannot call on the American 
people to pay any more in taxes, espe
cially the wealthy." 

For Senators who are concerned 
about the defense figures, let me reit
erate that you will have two golden 
opportunities between now and the 
time that we leave here to do some
thing about those numbers. I was 
pleased that the distinguished senior 
Senator from West Virginia pointed 
out that these figures in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD are in gross error and 
the figures look much, much better 
than they did. 

Mr. President, I had a letter from a 
man the other day. It is a common 
kind of letter we all get all the time: 
"Why don't you all stop that spend
ing?" he asked. 

Spending is always a question of pri
orities. One man's program is his live
lihood, another is perceived by that 
same person as a boondoggle: Gerald 
Ford, in the only spate of humor I 
ever heard from him, said it did not 
take him long after he came to the 
Congress to realize the virtue and ne
cessity of those magnificent projects 
out in Michigan and those boondog
gles down in Arkansas. We are all that 
way, are we not? 

I wrote this man and I said, "If you 
are really concerned about spending, 
do you want to cut student loans?" 
"No." "Do you want to kick Aunt 
Sarah out of the nursing home?" 
"No." "Do you want children to go un
immunized?" "No." We are going to 
lose 60, 70 children this year to mea
sles. Three, four years ago a measles 
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death was unheard of in this country. 
We thought we had it conquered. 
Eight million children will die around 
the world this year just because they 
do not get the immunizations that are 
available to Americans. 

What do you want to cut? The Presi
dent said in his joint session address 
that the deficit will be $100 billion. He 
said it was now under control; that we 
would grow out of it without increas
ing taxes. That was all in only one sen
tence. 

Four months later Dick Darman said 
that these had been a slight miscalcu
lation; that the deficit was $150 bil
lion. They made a little miscalcula
tion. Three weeks later they admitted 
another miscalculation; it was going to 
be $170 billion. And now we know it is 
going to be $291 billion. Those are 
some pretty hefty miscalculations
triple the original estimate. 

I might also say, in a partisan way, 
somebody always says something 
sounds pretty partisan to them. So be 
it. The President said the other day he 
was tired of Congress throwing phony 
figures around after he told us in Jan
uary the deficit would be $100 billion 
for next year. 

I wrote this man back, and I listed a 
whole host of things that I knew he 
did not want to cut. He does not want 
to cut Medicare. He does not want to 
cut Medicaid. Do you know what Med
icaid is? That is health care for the 
poorest of the poor people in the coun
try. We have 38 million people now 
with no health care coverage. He does 
not want to cut Medicaid. He does not 
want to cut Medicare. 

Listen to this, Mr. President. If you 
just fund defense, Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid, interest on the 
debt, civil service pensions, and veter
ans pensions, just fund those seven 
and do not cut spending, for the other 
493 functions, eliminate them, elimi
nate the FBI, eliminate Congress, 
eliminate the judiciary, the Federal 
prison system, the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, agriculture programs, 
eliminate all of those and just fund 
seven, you still have a whopping defi
cit. 

I wrote this man back and I said, 
President Bush wants to go to Mars. 
Do you know what that costs, Mr. 
President? Five hundred billion dol
lars. He says cut all that spending, but 
he wants to go to Mars. Five hundred 
billion for that. He wants a space sta
tion, and we just appropriated $1.2 bil
lion last week to continue the space 
station. 

Did you hear any of that debate? 
When we started in 1984, the space 
station was supposed to cost $8 billion. 
The conservative estimates today are 
$32 billion. The space station has gone 
up in estimated cost by 80 percent 
every year since 1984; worse than the 
B-2 ever thought about. 

But the President wants it. I tell 
them they might write the President 
about the so-called superconductor 
super collider, that physicists want to 
discover the origin of matter. I must 
confess as a political science major and. 
lawyer I am not curious about the 
origin of matter. But I am glad some
body else is. The super collider started 
out at $5 billion. It is now up to $12 
billion, and it is barely on the drawing 
board. Those are all exotic things that 
I divinely wish that we could afford. 
But you tell me. Is this deficit which 
threatens the economic fabric of this 
great Nation more important than 
these nice curious things that we 
would like to know? 

And the Swiss, and I believe the J ap
anese, and a couple of other countries, 
have a super collider of their own 
going in Switzerland. There is a very 
good possibility they will find the an
swers to these questions after we have 
spent about $10 billion or $15 billion 
but before we even complete construc
tion of our facility. 

So when we start talking about con
trolling spending, it always depends on 
the question of priorities. There are 
people in this Senate who are as sensi
tive as I am about their children, 
about the future of this Nation. I 
think about Philadelphia. In 1787 
there was the greatest assemblage of 
minds ever in the history of the world. 
That is not just according to me. That 
is according to everybody. 

I said on the floor the other day, and 
it bears repeating. Alfred North 
Whitehead, a great British philoso
pher, said that only twice in the histo
ry of the world has man set about to 
do something and came as close to suc
ceeding as was possible. One was the 
reign of Caesar Augustus, and the 
other was the drafting of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

What has happened? In 203 years, 
what has happened? How many of you 
watched "the Civil War" the other 
evening, that magnificent documenta
ry by Ken Burns? I have always been a 
Civil War buff but I never really felt 
in the fiber of my body the feelings 
that both sides had. It had always 
been sort of a clinical observation with 
me. But seeing and hearing David 
McCullough narrate that program on 
the Civil War, I felt for the first time 
the chill, the exhilaration and the ex
citement. The South thought they 
were going to decimate the North 
overnight. The North thought the war 
would be over in 90 days. All of a 
sudden, at First Manassas the bodies 
were on the wagons, and blood was ev
erywhere in full view of all the social
ites from Washington who had gone 
out to watch this massacre. 

If Robert E. Lee had been the 
Northern commander, the war would 
not have lasted a year. 

The man from Illinois was almost a 
laughingstock in his hometown-tall, 

gangly, high-pitched voice-never suc
ceeded at much of anything. Finally, 
he got himself elected President be
cause everything was so confused. It 
was a chaotic situation that brought 
him to power. Think about the great
ness of this man, steering this country 
through easily the most traumatic 
event in the history of this great 
Nation. And he held this Republic to
gether. He even said he would accept 
slavery if that would preserve the 
Union. 

Then I could name some other 
heroes, certainly one of which was 
Franklin Roosevelt. Harry S. Truman 
is another. Here at a time when we are 
trying to get bipartisan support, I 
think about what on Earth has hap
pened to leadership in this great 
Nation? 

I was dead wrong about Harry S. 
Truman. I was a student at the Uni
versity of Arkansas when he was presi
dent. I was embarrassed by him. I was 
just a kid, just a youngster. He wore 
those steel rimmed glasses, plastered 
his hair down with Vaseline hair tonic, 
had a nasal twang voice, and could not 
coordinate his words with his hands to 
save his life. 

When he called up a music critic 
who criticized Margaret's singing, he 
called him an SOB. I was a little em
barrassed that the President of the 
United States would use a term like 
that. I could not believe it until my 
daughter was born, and then I under
stood exactly how old Harry felt. 
Think about how that man on the 
advice of George Marshall, A verall 
Harriman, Clark Clifford, and other 
people that he surrounded himself 
with decided to implement the Mar
shall plan. His advisers said, "Mr. 
President, Europe is going to go to the 
Communists. We have devastated 
Europe. They are our enemies but if 
we do not want them to go Commu
nist, we have to give them some help." 

Harry Truman did not waste 10 min
utes in making one of the most monu
mental decisions ever made in the his
tory of the world. Think about what 
rich dividends we are collecting off 
that right now. Eastern Europe has 
folded because they want to be like 
Western Europe. Western Europe is 
where it is because of the Marshall 
plan. And the Marshall plan was there 
because of Harry Truman, who left 
office with a lower approval rating 
than Richard Nixon had when he left 
office. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator from Ar
kansas that the time originally re
quested by him has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. By about 30 min
utes Mr. President. I ask unanimous 
consent for 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. I am sorry I took up 

so much time. There are some distin
guished colleagues here who wish to 
speak. 

I strongly urge all of my colleagues 
to not just look at a particular item 
that bothers them in this budget pro
posed. I can certainly understand why 
they could do that. Believe me, I un
derstand it. 

I just pointed out to you a moment 
ago what that first budget resolution 
would have done to my State. But we 
simply cannot allow this Nation to fall 
into a state of chaos and anarchy 
starting tomorrow morning at 7 
o'clock because there was some little 
part of this that we did not like. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator allow a 30-second observation? 
I mean it as a compliment to the Sena
tor from Arkansas. Back in 1981 he 
was 1 of the 11 who had the foresight 
to vote against the fiscal runaway 
train that got us here. I compliment 
him for that. 

I would also note that unpopular as 
that vote was at the time for those 11 
Senators, 7 still serve here, and 4 are 
retired at a time when each one of 
them could have easily been reelected 
but simply retired from the Senate. 

So the Senator from Arkansas was 
right then, and the Senator from Ar
kansas is right today. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Senator 
very much for his kind remarks. 

Mr. WIRTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. WIRTH. We are in morning 

business at this time; is that correct? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 

not. The Senator can make that re
quest. 

Mr. WIRTH. I ask unanimous con
sent to speak as in morning business 
for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hearing 
none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WIRTH. If the leadership comes 
on the floor on the budget debate, we 
will move to that. 

THE BUDGET 
Mr. WIRTH. Over this last weekend, 

I had four airplane trips back and 
forth to Colorado. I flew out to Colo
rado on Friday night, had a very im
portant speech there on Saturday 
morning, heard that we were going to 
vote in the Senate perhaps Saturday 
afternoon, flew back here and found 
there was not a vote, flew back to Col
orado on Saturday night and came 
back early this morning for delibera
tions here this afternoon. 

That comes with the turf. We all 
know the uncertainties of scheduling. 
I bring that up not for the purpose of 
saying that there is confusion about 
this, because we all knew about that, 

but rather to reflect on the fact that I 
saw an awful lot of people in a lot of 
different places over the last 72 hours. 
I cannot tell you how much hostility 
there is out there. I was asked over 
and over again, at the ticket counters, 
walking through airports, waiting out
side, everywhere, "When are you all 
going to get your act together? When 
are you going to get together and 
make the decisions that have to be 
made for this country?" Mr. President, 
over and over again, they said, "for 
this country." 

I was struck, as I had a lot of time 
on airplanes to think about this, to 
think about what we were doing and 
where we were going. I found myself 
musing on the Civil War drama that 
so many of us saw last week, in which 
it was very clear on both sides there 
was a tremendous sense of national re
solve, a tremendous sense of shared 
value, a t:.·emendous sense of .purpose. 
People knew who they were, who their 
neighbor was, what ought to be done, 
and where we ought to go. 

How familiar that drama was. And 
yet how far away, both in terms of 
being well over 100 years away, and 
how very different that is from today, 
in the distinct lack of shared values 
and lack of a shared national resolve. 

The other time, coming closer to my 
own experience, is the post World War 
II era in which, again, we came out of 
that war victorious as a nation, but 
also with a tremendous sense of 
shared values, a tremendous sense of 
shared concern, a tremendous sense 
that we had national responsibilities 
to be fulfilled, and that those would 
require a significant amount of sacri
fice. 

In both of those situations we made 
that sacrifice, we reflected, and accu
rately worked upon that foundation as 
a Nation. How far we are from that 
today. 

We are now engaged not in a great 
Civil War, but in a great battle, where 
we have allowed ourselves to become 
polarized on fundamental interpreta
tions as to what we ought to be doing 
here. 

On the one hand, there are those 
who say there is no way in the world 
that we can look at the crisis that we 
are currently in and deal with that 
with brevity. We cannot raise taxes, 
cannot move into the situation and 
pay for what we are voting to do. We 
cannot pay for the space station, 
cannot pay for Social Security, cannot 
pay for defense; just run up the deficit 
and do not pay for it. 

Taxes are not on the table. We were 
told that we could not do anything 
like that; we were told 10 years ago. In 
fact, everything is going to be better 
off if we dramatically cut tax, taken 
away our ability to pay, which is a po
litically popular resolution, sounds 
good, if we say it fast enough, and we 

did at that point. But the chickens are 
coming home to roost. 

While that is going on, we have, on 
the other hand, a sense that somehow 
the Government is going to pay for an 
endless number of programs, and we 
are going to index all of those, and 
there is going to be a sense of expecta
tion that all is going to be met by the 
Federal Government. Do not worry 
about paying for it. But those pro
grams are going to be ratcheted, re
tirement programs and medical pro
grams, civil service programs, and all 
of these marching inexorably step by 
step by step, eating us alive. There are 
no revenues to pay for these, Mr. 
President, and no willingness to talk 
about them. And there is no stop to 
this endless escalation of programs 
and no willingness to talk about that 
either. 

So we have this divergent approach 
in which one group is going this way, 
another that way, and we compound 
the problem by saying we are going to 
spend enormous amounts of money on 
defense. 

So the problem is getting worse and 
worse and worse, and that is where we 
are today. The result of this is this 
huge budget deficit that we are now 
facing, and suddenly reality is coming 
home, and reality that many of us pre
dicted in 1981, when we began to move 
in this direction. That reality is now 
coming home. The deficit has in
creased from $1 trillion in 1980-and it 
took us 200 years to build up that defi
cit, $1 trillion in 1980-to $3.5 trillion 
now. We have tripled, in a decade, the 
deficit of the United States. Interest 
on that deficit is escalating just as rap
idly. 

Those who warned us of that were 
told that was anti-American, antifree 
enterprise. But the drift has gone on 
for the last decade. The debt has gone 
up. Interest on the debt is now the 
second largest item in the Federal 
budget. 

Our dependence on foreign capital 
has increased dramatically in a very 
dangerous way. Foreign ownership is 
gnawing away at a whole part of 
America. We can continue to sell off 
America to pay this debt, but that is 
very poisonous for our future. 

Research and development has de
clined. Certainly our ability to invest 
in ourselves has gone away. We are all 
familiar with the horrors of the S&L 
scandal, when we said we could de
regulate industries, get the Govern
ment off their back. That is costing us 
hundreds of billions of dollars. 

I hope, behind that, the reality does 
not set in on the insurance system, or 
the banking system, and that we do 
not have a similar kind of problem. 

In addition to these check problems, 
the other issues are right out there ev
erybody is familiar with, if we are will
ing to address them. The gap between 
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rich and poor is greater today in the 
United States than ever in our Na
tion's history. The percentage of 
wealth controlled by a few at the top, 
is greater than it has ever been before, 
and that gap is growing and getting 
worse, and with that, we are inviting 
social dynamite and severe problems. 

The drug issues pervade our cities 
and the country. Education remains 
unattended, as it ought to be attended. 
It ought to be looked at, our very sur
vival depending upon the opportuni
ties we give to people in this society, 
and our ability to compete with people 
all around in an increasing global 
economy. 

I have very deep concerns about 
this, Mr. President. Our country ap
pears to me to be in a drift on all of 
these accounts. We are being asked 
now to finally cope with it, finally in 
this resolution to think about what we 
want to do. 

I was asked on all of those trips, 
"What are you doing for the country, 
for our country; what kind of national 
decisions have to be made?" That is 
what we are up to now. We are down a 
slick log, Mr. President. That is going 
to happen within the next few hours, 
as we vote on this budget resolution, 
which I desperately hope that we sup
port. We should do it. I would have 
voted for the earlier budget resolution, 
Mr. President, had that come over 
here from the House. I have consist
ently voted for these as a member of 
the Budget Committee and will contin
ue to do so, to try to move down this 
deficit. 

Finally, Mr. President, I started with 
reference to where we were in the 
Civil War in a sense of national re
solve, where we were after World War 
II in a sense of national resolve. Again, 
we want to learn from history, Mr. 
President. 

Let me close by citing a piece written 
by Paul Kennedy, a Dilworth profes
sor of history at Yale, who wrote a 
book that had a great impact on the 
country a couple years ago, "The Rise 
and Fall of the Great Power." He re
minds us about the need to attend to 
the fabric of our own economic health, 
not to neglect it. Let us learn from his
tory. In commenting about the situa
tion in the Middle East, Mr. Kennedy 
wrote in the London Times earlier last 
month: 

Yet this focus on military capability, or on 
national will-power, may obscure rather 
than illuminate the larger question of 
America's real position in world affairs and 
the critically important, non-military di
mensions of national power. If we allow this 
to happen, we will be repeating the blind
ness of many earlier great powers engaged 
in large-scale military operations abroad. 

Consider, for example, Spain's decision in 
1634 to send a powerful army into Germany 
to join its beleaguered Austrian Habsburg. 
cousins during the Thirty Years War. Its in
fantry and generals were first-rate, its de
ployment <from Spain, via Milan, the Alps, 
the upper Rhine> swift and professional, its 

troops moving to the battlefront from a 
wide array of Spanish bases and possessions. 

No other European nation at the time 
could equal such force projection; Spain, it 
was clear, was still number one militarily. 
Yet in the non-military dimensions of power 
it was beginning to sag badly: massive debts, 
inefficient industries, reliance on foreign 
manufacturers, vested interests that debili
tated rather than strengthened. 

Little attention was paid to those features 
in the excitement of watching the glittering 
Spanish battalions pour into the Rhineland. 
By the 1640's, however, the suspension of 
interest payments and declarations of bank
ruptcy by Spanish kings revealed the de
cline of Spanish power. 

Or consider the stupendous British force 
projection in the South African war, 6,000 
miles from home, at the turn of the centu
ry. Before that war was won, the British 
had poured in more than 300,000 troops 
from all over the globe-India, the Near 
East, Australia, Canada and Britain itself. 
Simultaneously, the Royal Navy controlled 
the sea lanes: British cable communications 
had a world-wide monoploy; no other con
temporary power could equal its global posi
tion. 

In the upsurge of British patriotism, how
ever, it was easy to forget the other part of 
the story: the inadequate educational 
system, the meagre levels of investment, in
dustry's growing uncompetitiveness, the 
vast trade deficit in manufactured goods. 
Those weaknesses would one day cause the 
collapse of British power. 

Is there a lesson here for the US? Many 
will doubtless claim that America in 1990 is 
not like Spain in 1634 on Britain in 1900. 
<And they will be right: no two countries in 
history are ever alike.) But that misses the 
basic point, which is that to remain number 
one generation after generation requires not 
just military capability, not just national 
will, but a flourishing and efficient econom
ic base on which the nation's military 
strength ultimately rests. 

The lessons of history have to be 
there for us and they are right in 
front of us today. The vote that we 
have and our willingness to start the 
process of making the difficult deci
sions on this deficit are going to be 
with us right now. 

I hope we pass this resolution, and 
this is going to be easy tonight, Mr. 
President; this is an easy decision. We 
just are setting overall targets in this 
budget resolution. This is easy. Then 
we have to enforce it with very specific 
pieces of legislation related to raising 
taxes, related to moving in on entitle
ment programs, dramatically, and I 
hope more than in this resolution, cut
ting defense spending; less on defense 
and more on education, which I think 
is part of what this ought to be all 
about. 

Those are the more difficult deci
sions we have to make, and we have to 
get on with those, as well, not, I would 
hope, concerning ourselves with what 
that poll might be, but doing what 
people asked me as I went across the 
country over this last weekend, asked 
me over and over again, "What are 
you doing for the country?" 

For the country, we must support 
this budget resolution. We must get on 

with this process. If we do not, we 
have reason to suspect that the Ameri
can public is reacting and should react 
in a very dramatic way to what is 
going on here. 

Thank you very much for your cour
tesy, Mr. President. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full article by Professor Kennedy be 
printed after my remarks in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the London Times, Sept. 1, 1990] 
DISPLAY OF MIGHT, BUT A GULF WITH THE 

POWER THAT COUNTS 

<By Paul Kennedy) 
Among the responses to the Kuwait crisis 

in the American media and among strategic 
analysts, one of the more prominent has 
been a sense of satisfaction at the rapid pro
jection of US military force halfway across 
the globe. After all the worrying talk of de
cline, it is clear once again that only Amer
ica has the capacity to dispatch large mili
tary forces to Saudi Arabia, to deter further 
Iraqi aggression and preserve international 
order. 

By comparison, the Germans and Japa
nese, touted as the new economic superpow
ers, have failed the basic test; the European 
Community has again displayed the weak
nesses of not being a unitary state; a weak
ened Soviet Union is playing a marginal 
role. 

America is still number one, the actor 
dominating the world's stage. Far from dis
playing imperial overstretch, it has robustly 
demonstrated its quasi-imperial power. The 
only worry at present is whether the Ameri
can public has the will to support a conflict 
that might be long and bloody. . 

Yet this focus on military capability, or on 
national willpower, may obscure rather 
than illuminate the larger question of 
America's real position in world affairs and 
the critically important, non-military di
mensions of national power. If we allow this 
to happen, we will be repeating the blind
ness of many earlier great powers engaged 
in large-scale military operations abroad. 

Consider, for example, Spain's decision in 
1634 to send a powerful army into Germany 
to join its beleaguered Austrian Habsburg 
cousins during the Thirty Years War. Its in
fantry and generals were first-rate, its de
ployment <from Spain, via Milan, the Alps, 
the upper Rhine) swift and professional, its 
troops moving to the battlefront from a 
wide array of Spanish bases and possessions. 

No other European nation at the time 
could equal such force projection; Spain, it 
was clear, was still number one militarily. 
Yet in the non-military dimensions of power 
it was beginning to sag badly, massive debts, 
inefficient industries, reliance on foreign 
manufactures, vested interests that debiliat
ed rather than strengthened. 

Little attention was paid to those features 
in the excitement of watching the glittering 
Spanish battalions pour in the Rhineland. 
By the 1640s, however, the suspension of in
terest payments and declarations of bank
ruptcy by Spanish kings revealed the de
cline of Spanish power. 

Or consider the stupendous British force 
projection in the South African war. 6,000 
miles from home, at the turn of the centu
ry. Before that war was won the British had 
poured in more than 300,000 troops from all 
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over the globe-India, the Near East, Aus
trialia, Canada and Britain itself. Simulta
neously, the Royal Navy controlled the sea 
lanes: British cable communications had a 
world-wide monopoly; no other contempo
rary power could equal its global position. 

In the upsurge of British patriotism, how
ever, it was easy to forget the other part of 
the story; the inadequate educational 
system, the meagre levels of investment, in
dustry's growing uncompetitiveness, the 
vast trade deficit in manufactured goods. 
Those weaknesses would one day cause the 
collapse of British power. 

Is there a lesson here for the US? Many 
will doubtless claim that America in 1990 is 
not like Spain in 1634 or Britain in 1900. 
(And they will be right; not two countries in 
history are ever alike.) But that misses the 
basic point, which is that to remain number 
one generation after generation requires not 
just military capability, not just national 
will, but a flourising and efficient economic 
base on which the nation's military strength 
ultimately rests. 

This, then, is the larger irony of President 
Bush's bold commitment of strong Ameri
can forces to Saudi Arabia. The cause may 
be just, the deployment impressive and the 
actual fighting by US forces-if it comes to 
that-may demonstrate efficiency and re
solve. But all this will divert national atten
tion, energies and resources from dealing 
with America's growing fiscal, technological 
and educational weaknesses. Mr. Bush, like 
Philip IV of Spain, prefers the glorious role 
of commander-in-chief to haggling over 
budget deficits; and much of the American 
media reflects that inclination. 

The most significant news item of recent 
weeks, however, was not datelined Baghdad 
or Kennebunkport but appeared on an 
inside page of The Wall Street Journal on 
August 21. It reported that next year's 
budget deficit will almost certainly be the 
largest in American history, between $250 
billion and $300 billion. 

The cost of the military deployment <esti
mated by some to reach $1.5 billion before 
October, even if no shots are fired), the like
lihood of smaller cuts in overall defence 
spending (or none at am, the difficulty of 
raising the tax on petrol, the economic slow
down and consequent fall in revenues, will 
all weaken America's fiscal position. In con
sequence, the article concluded, the cuts in 
government spending authorised by the 
Gramm-Rudman budget law probably will 
likely be cancelled by legislation later this 
year. 

Is it any surprise that the dollar's value 
has been sagging, the stock market tum
bling, and voices are heard demanding that 
superrich Japan and Germany help pay the 
spiralling cost of America's force projection? 

The United States may get out of the 
Gulf quite soon without serious fighting 
and cost. On the other hand, it may be 
dragged into a long and expensive stay in 
the Arab world which, whatever the mili
tary outcome and popular mood, will cer
tainly worsen its fiscal position and make it 
increasingly dependent on foreign capital, 
as happened to Britain when it lingered too 
long east of Aden until the Suez crisis. 

For that reason alone, it may be prema
ture to dismiss Tokyo and Bonn as being rel
egated to the margins of world affairs. Im
perial overstretch has rarely occurred be
cause a great power had too little military 
force; on the contrary, it was likely still to 
possess massive forces and at times to 
deploy them a along way from home. The 
real problem, it seems has not been the 

force-projection capabilities of the current 
number one, but a failure to recognize that 
long-term wealth and strength depend on 
the non-military dimensions of national 
power and on making hard political deci
sions on the home front. 

The emperors, kings, prime ministers and 
presidents of great powers have always pre
ferred the heady world of diplomacy, war 
and international affairs to the unglamor
ous realm of fiscal reform, educational 
change and domestic renewal. That is un
derstandable, since they will go down in his
tory as leaders of this or that spectacular 
demonstration of the country's still-power
ful military capacity. It is left to later gen
erations to pay the price. 

Mr. WIRTH. I yield the floor, and I 
thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi CMr. LOTT], 
is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the 
Senate as if in morning business for 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as we wait 

for the leadership to bring forward 
the budget resolution, rather than de
livering my thoughts on the subject 
later on tonight, I thought I would go 
ahead and do it now and maybe save 
the Members a little time later on. 

First, I would like to comment on 
the fact that this is a so-called biparti
san leadership agreement with the 
support of the President. I emphasize 
that I think the leadership has tried 
very hard to come up with a package 
that is reasonable and one that could 
pass. It is tough being in leadership. 

One of the criticisms of the leader
ship, both in the administration and 
the Congress now, is that they went 
on over the hill and did not look back 
to see if the troops were with them. 
That is probably true. 

When you are in the leadership posi
tion and you are on top of the moun
tain-at the summit-lightning always 
strikes first at the top. I think that is 
probably what happened here. They 
were doing the best they could, but 
they came up with a package that the 
rank and file American people and 
rank and file Members of the House 
and Senate just could not support. 

I do no intend for my remarks to be 
construed as being critical of our lead
ership on either side of the aisle. I 
think they have done a good job in 
view of their respective, very difficult 
positions. 

A moment ago, somebody referred to 
the fact that this may have been 
caused by the 1981 fiscal runaway 
train. As a matter of fact, the absolute 
reverse is the case. In 1981 we passed 
budget resolutions then known as 
Gramm-Latta that actually cut spend
ing, and that was probably the last 

time the Congress voted to cut spend
ing-9 years ago. 

It is very popular around here to 
talk about the fact that, when in 1981 
we cut taxes a little bit on people, that 
contributed to the problems we had in 
the eighties. As a matter of fact, the 
eighties were pretty good; and as a 
matter of fact, I still do not accept the 
argument that when you allow the 
people to keep some of their own 
money in their own pockets, that is 
bad for the economy. I think the re
verse is true. 

I just had to refer to this fiscal run
away train. It was one of the few times 
we really showed any fiscal restraint 
around here. 

The problem with this budget agree
ment still is basically simple. It is fun
damentally a tax package, a tax in
crease package. Everybody says it; it is 
trite, but I repeat it: Only inside the 
beltway, around Washington, DC, and 
in the news media here in this city, in 
the Washington Post, and by some 
commentators, do they say, "Oh, the 
people are undertaxed." 

Go out in the real world and ask the 
people, whether it is in Mississippi, 
Montana, Nevada, or Maine, "Are you 
undertaxed?" Look at all the taxes 
they have to pay and ask the people 
across the country, "What is the solu
tion to the budget deficit?" and they 
will tell you, "There is too much 
spending. Do not tax me any more." 

We get into these arcane discussions 
around here. Let us burst the bubble; 
do this, do that. The average people 
out there, the people working, paying 
the taxes, do not understand all the 
nuances. They ask very simply. "Is it 
going to cost us more in taxes or not?" 
If the answer is more taxes, they say, 
"That is not the way to solve the prob
lem." 

The reason the budget agreement 
went down in the House is because the 
American people spoke to their Repre
sentatives in the Congress-Democrats 
and Republicans-and said, "Reject 
this thing, because it is going to hit 
the average working, taxpaying person 
too hard." 

Gasoline tax is a classic example. 
Gasoline taxes hit everybody, and 
they hit especially hard the low
income, middle-income, working 
people. Then we see in the Washing
ton Post this morning, once again, talk 
about exempting home heating fuel 
that affects the ability to stay warm. 
What do you think they do in Missis
sippi and Texas when they have to 
pay 12 cents a gallon or 10 cents a 
gallon more? When you look at what 
has happened over the last 6 weeks, it 
could lead to a situation where people 
in all parts of the country cannot stay 
warm. 

If we are going to have a petroleum 
fee, it has to be across the board. It 
has to hit Maine just like it hits 
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Texas. So I hope that exemption 
would not be put into place. 

If you ask the people-and I under
stand there is a poll out right now
ask the people again, "Where do you 
want to control this deficit; how do 
you want to do it?" the response comes 
back with 83 to 12 percent of the 
people saying cut spending. 

My colleagues will get up on the 
floor of the Senate and say, "Where 
would you cut?" I respond, how about 
everywhere? How about a hard freeze? 
As a matter of fact, if we would just 
have a hard freeze on domestic discre
tionary nondef ense spending in the 
first year, we would save $6 billion. We 
could even allow for a nominal in
crease from 1991 through 1995, and 
that would save $3 billion. 

But in the budget package that they 
tried to get through the House of Rep
resentatives, they had cuts in defense, 
not cuts in international accounts, no 
cuts in domestic discretionary ac
counts. As a matter of fact, it had in
creases. 

Let us talk about this package we 
have before us now. This is one that 
has been described as a shell-fill it in 
any way you want to-or a blank 
check. I have heard it described as a 
prism. You can show it this way to one 
group, and they see one thing. Turn 
around and show it that way to a dif
ferent group, and it shows another 
thing. 

What they have done is take any
thing controversial-whether a gaso
line tax or Medicare or anything else
and say that is not in there. We are 
going to leave a plug and let the Ways 
and Means Committee figure out 
whether it is going to be Medicare 
costs for Medicare recipients, or going 
to be a tax increase. So you can see 
what you want to see or not to see 
what you do not want to see. That is 
what is in the package. Now we have a 
budget resolution that is a ghost reso
lution. 

We are going to be told: Let the 
process work. I have used that argu
ment. I have bought that argument. 
Yes, let us move the process along, 
vote for this budget resolution, and 
then we will be told a week from now 
we have to vote for the reconciliation 
package because we voted for the 
budget resolution. They are going to 
have to come up with a better argu
ment than just moving the process 
along. 

Let me assure everyone that when 
the Ways and Means Committee in 
the other body gets through with the 
budget resolution, when they develop 
the reconciliation, it is going to be 
more tax, not less. And they have a 
long track record. I have watched 
them for years, now. Frankly, I have a 
little more faith in the Finance Com
mittee here in the Senate. I believe 
that the chairman of the committee 
will try very hard in the Senate to 

keep home heating fuel from being ex
empted. 

But when the smoke clears, what 
they are going to have to do is again 
look for tax increases. We have 
jumped that hurdle here in the Senate 
and in Washington. We have quit ar
guing over where should we cut spend
ing. We have all gotten to the point 
now of identifying which taxes we are 
going to find acceptable. 

That is the fundamental flaw. We 
are looking for more and more taxes, 
whether it is gasoline taxes-or call 
them fees. We have a whole long list. 

I urge my colleagues to look at the 
budget resolution, look at the numbers 
in here. Each committee is told, here 
is a number, find it. On reconciliation, 
we are going to tell the various com
mittees, you go out and find your . 
numbers. 

Let us just take one committee, the 
House Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. We tell them to come up 
with a deficit reduction of $2.165 bil
lion for fiscal year 1991. Anybody here 
believe they are really going to get 
that? Look at their past record. The 
last time they were instructed to come 
up with a reduction of savings in the 
deficit, I think the record will show 
they ignored it. They just said we are 
not going to do that. 

Is the leadership going to roll all 
these various chairmen in the House 
and the Senate? Who are we kidding? 
It does not work that way. So the 
number we are told we are going to get 
in the reconciliation from the various 
committees, that is just a joke. We are 
not going to get these real savings. 
And all you have in this budget resolu
tion is a long list of numbers that are 
hard to even explain. 

So, we are counting on the commit
tees to do the job for us. We are just 
going to move the process along. I do 
not think this is going to produce any 
savings. I think all it is going to do is 
produce more tax increases. 

Now some people will say, all right 
what is your package? I guess you 
could come up with 100 different pack
ages right here in the U.S. Senate. But 
just in case anybody would like to see 
one, I have one. I have one right here 
that will save $6 billion in nondefense 
discretionary spending. It would take 
Chairman NUNN's numbers on de
fense, that is $10 billion savings; it 
would take $10.7 billion out of entitle
ments, and I can even specify where 
those savings would come from, and it 
would provide for $16 billion in reve
nue. I still think that is a wrong way 
to go, but if you want a package that 
we can consider, I have got numbers 
here that we could work on. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this shell of a budget resolution. I 
might go along with a continuing reso
lution, but I would like for it to be a 
shorter one. That way, the pressure 
will stay on the Congress to do its job 

and not come down to the wire on Oc
tober 19, right up against the deadline, 
when once again we'll be told we have 
to take this thing whole hog, take it or 
the Government will be shut down 
again. 

I predict that on October 19, that is 
what we will be doing. Taking reconcil
iation just like it is, so that we can go 
home. I think we ought to at least 
back date up to the 15th. If we are 
going to have another drop-dead date, 
it would better to be the 15th than the 
19th. If we do that, I would take an
other look at the continuing resolu
tion. 

I am glad to yield to the distin
guished Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I have been lis
tening to the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi. I wonder if he would 
yield for a question. 

Mr. LOTT. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I heard a 

moment ago the Senator's reference to 
the savings which are directed by this 
budget resolution to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would inform the Senator from 
Mississippi, who has the floor, that his 
time has expired. 

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent 
to have 2 additional minutes so I could 
respond to the question of the Senator 
from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. The Senator 
was commenting that he was not sure 
that savings of the magitude that had 
been suggested could actually be 
achieved and, in fact, if I understand 
his comment correctly, he was asking 
how in the world could they do that, 
particularly when it came to the post 
office. 

I just wanted to tell him that we 
have done a little research on this and 
I think the essence of at least the $489 
million in savings is that they are 
going to have the post office, which is 
now off-budget-we took it off-budget 
last year as part of the reform-they 
are now going to have this off-budget 
activity write a check for $489 million 
to the Government, which would put 
it back on budget. So at least that por
tion of it you can be sure will not be a 
real savings, will not be any reduction 
in the general level of expenditures. It 
will just be a bookkeeping trick. 

If you look through this at several 
places, you have the same reason for 
skepticism. In fact, as you look at the 
proposal to pick up $9 billion as a 
result of enhanced enforcement by the 
IRS, all that means is that we are 
going to hire a few more IRS agents, 
and I suppose that it will bring in an 
extra $9 billion. We could as easily, I 
suppose, have said $19 billion or $29 
billion or any other number, because it 
is just a supposition. 
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It is the same thing, if I could just 

sum up, as we once had around here, 
which was the magic asterisk. I do not 
know if the Senator remembers that, 
but it was just where we plugged in a 
number because it helped us achieve a 
total. If you look carefully at the pro
posed savings in the budget resolution, 
there are a lot of asterisks, or little 
places where we may have assumed 
things that may or may not pan out. 

Mr. LOTT. You could probably call 
this budget resolution an asterisk. In a 
sense the original proposal for the spe
cifics went down. Now they are saying 
we are going to take everything from 
the House, just vote to move the proc
ess along, and we will let the Ways and 
Means Committee and the Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee-and I 
am not picking on that one commit
tee-fill in the blanks. This is one 
great big asterisk. 

While I was not inclined to vote for 
the earlier agreement, I am even less 
inclined to vote for this. because I have 
no idea what it means or what it is 
going to lead to. And if I vote for it, 
then I am going to be told I have an 
obligation to vote on the whole recon
ciliation package. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. What does the 
Senator think of the argument that is 
made in support of the budget resolu
tion that, after all, we are not shoot
ing with real bullets; it does not really 
change anything; it does not have any 
effect on subsequent legislation; there
fore, this is virtually a ministerial act; 
it really does not count and should not 
be taken seriously? 

Mr. LOTT. There is no question that 
Congress is firing with blanks. This is 
not a blank. This is real because we 
are going to have to pay the price with 
increased taxes. 

Since there is another Senator wait
ing for time to speak, I yield the floor 
at this time, Mr. President. 

<Applause in the galleries.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair would inform spectators in the 
gallery that it is contrary to the rules 
of the U.S. Senate for spectators in 
the gallery to express either approval 
or disapproval of the remarks of any 
Senator on the floor, and if there is a 
further outbreak, the Chair will have 
to direct the Sergeant at Arms to take 
appropriate action. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD]. 

THE DEFICIT 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, as the 

occupant of the Chair knows, in the 
last several days I have been on the 
floor arguing strongly against the 
summit agreement for deficit reduc
tion. I argued strongly against it be
cause I did not feel that agreement 
was fair. It was not fair to the middle 
class in this country; was not fair to 
the elderly sick; was not fair to the 

farmers of this country; was not fair 
regionally. It should have been reject
ed and has been rejected and should 
not come back. 

Mr. President, I thought I would 
take the floor today to talk a little bit 
about how we got here. How do we 
find ourselves in such a difficult situa
tion as we face today with deep dis
agreement in this Chamber and in the 
other Chamber not only between par
ties but among Members of the same 
party and between those of us on Cap
itol Hill and the White House? 

I brought some charts along to show 
what has happened in the last 10 
years. Very briefly let me review these 
charts with my colleagues. 

The first one shows the trend of 
Federal spending and revenue from 
1980 through 1991. Mr. President, the 
top line is the spending line, a steady 
increase over this 11-year period. The 
bottom line is the revenue line. And 
that shows a dramatic turn, because in 
1981 the Congress passed a tax bill 
that dramaticaly cut taxes in this 
country. The result of that combina
tion of increased spending, constant 
trend line up, and that dramatic tax 
reduction was that deficits exploded in 
this country. Deficits tripled on a 
yearly basis and more. The result of 
those increasing deficits was the Fed
eral deficit in this country grew like a 
cancer. 

This chart shows the growth in the 
national debt from less than $1 trillion 
when Ronald Reagan came into office 
to over $3 trillion today, and headed 
for $4 trillion. 

At the same time we saw this dra
matic increase in the Federal debt, we 
also saw the opening up of an enor
mous chasm in the trade deficit of this 
country. The United States went from 
being a country that ran trade sur
pluses to a country that ran enormous 
trade deficits. 

Those budget deficits and trade defi
cits are related. One helps cause the 
other. As Federal deficits go up, inter
est rates go up, and that makes us less 
competitive. The trade deficit opened 
up so the trade deficit in 1989 was 
greater than the total of all the trade 
surpluses accumulated since the end 
of World War II. The result of that 
pattern was the United States went 
from being the largest creditor nation 
in the world, as recently as 1981, to 
now being the largest debtor nation in 
the world. The largest creditors, more 
countries owing us more money as re
cently as 1981 to now being the largest 
debtor nation. More countries owed us 
money than any other country in the 
world. We now owe an external debt of 
over $650 billion. That, Mr. President, 
suggests economic decline. 

And, while we have seen this pat
tern, I think it is also instructive to 
look at what has happened in the tax 
burden in this country because one of 
my strongest objections to the summit 

agreement was that it was not favor
able and not fair to the middle-income 
earners in this country. 

Mr. President, this chart shows the 
annual change in taxes from 1977 to 
1990. The tax changes are expressed in 
billions of dollars and it is expressed in 
terms of equal one-fifth categories of 
American taxpayers. So the lowest 
one-fifth have had a modest tax in
crease in this country; the second one
fifth a tax increase; the third one-fifth 
a tax increase, the fourth one-fifth a 
tax increase. The very top here is the 
top 1 percent in our country; the top 1 
percent. What have they experienced? 
A dramatic tax reduction. 

Mr. President, at the very time the 
wealthiest 1 percent have enjoyed a 
massive tax reduction we can also look 
to this chart which shows what has 
happened to the change in real income 
as well as Federal tax rates by the var
ious categories in our society. This 
chart, too, is very revealing. It shows, 
again, that the lowest one-fifth have 
had a negative real income change and 
a modest tax rate change. The middle 
one-fifth, very modest real income 
change and a modest increase in taxes. 
The richest one-fifth, a dramatic in
crease in real income, over 25 percent 
and a modest tax reduction. 

But look at the richest 1 percent 
among us. They have enjoyed real 
income increase of over 90 percent and 
their tax burden has reduced. Mr. 
President, that is not fair and that is 
why I among others so strongly object
ed to the package that was put before 
us that increased the income taxes, or 
the tax burden, I should say, on the 
middle-income people of this country, 
at double the rate of increase of the 
richest among us. 

That was not fair. And it was reject
ed, and rejected overwhelmingly be
cause the people of this country are 
pretty darned smart. They knew that 
package was not fair. They knew it 
should be rejected, and it was. 

Mr. President, there is another area 
that is not fair either. This time it is 
on the spending side. Because, for too 
long, Mr. President, we have been 
paying the bills for Europe and Japan 
even when we cannot pay our own 
bills-$100 billion a year for Europe, 
$50 billion a year for Japan. And we 
have to borrow the money from them 
to do it. What sense does that make? 
Yet we continue the pattern. Pay Eu
rope's bills; pay Japan's bills. And then 
wonder why we have a massive in
crease in the deficit here at home. 

I looked back in my files for an arti
cle that appeared in the Economist. 
The Economist is a distinguished jour
nal published abroad. This came from 
July 1987. Let me quote from that 
issue. They are suggesting that Europe 
ought to pay more of their own de
fense. Here is what they say: 
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Why is that so desirable? Not just for the 

reason usually given that 240 million Amer
cians with an income at about a bit over $4 
trillion do not see why 374 billion Europe
ans with nearly $3.5 trillion should need 
300,000 American servicemen and about 
$100 billion a year of the American defense 
budget to guard them, giving nothing in 
reply except the cheery explanation that 
Europe is worth every penny of it. 

Mr. President, Europe may be worth 
every penny of it, but they ought to be 
their pennies. They ought to be their 
dollars. It ought to be their contribu
tion to their defense and we ought to 
say in this country that we are respon
sible for our defense and we are ready 
to meet that challenge. But we cannot 
continue to pay the bills for Europe 
and Japan when we cannot pay our 
own. And we cannot continue to pay 
the bills for Europe and Japan when 
we have to borrow the money from 
them to do it. That way lies weakness, 
not strength. 

I have long believed, Mr. President, 
that the greatest threat to America's 
security is our economic vulnerability, 
and what could be more clear in these 
last 72 hours, as we have watched a 
great nation brought to its knees, its 
Government closed, its most sacred 
monuments and memorials closed, be
cause we cannot pay our own bills. 

It is time for change. It is time to 
say to the wealthiest among us: You 
have to pay more. You have to take 
more of this load. And it is time to say 
to our friends in Europe and Japan. It 
is time for you to pay your own bills, 
we cannot afford to do it any longer. 

I believe those are fundamental 
principles against which any final res
olution of this budget imbroglio 
should be measured. This budget reso
lution is not the final test. This budget 
resolution is simply guidelines about 
trying to achieve $500 billion of deficit 
reduction over the next 5 years. The 
details come later. 

Mr. President, when we have the de
tails they better meet these tests be
cause the American people are smart, 
they know there is a problem. They do 
not know the precise numbers but 
they know there is trouble. They see 
the storm clouds on the horizon and 
they want it resolved. 

They want this body and the other 
body and the President of the United 
States to face up to the challenge -that 
we confront. No coverup, no phony es
timates, no feel good programs, but for 
once: Truth and honesty. I am con
vinced if we go to the American people 
and are straight with them, they will 
support the hard choices that need to 
be made. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
The Senator from Washington [Mr. 

GORTON] is recognized. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent I be permitted to 

speak for 10 minutes as in morning bu
sines. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, on 

Monday last, I stood before this 
Senate and was among the first to en
dorse the budget resolution which re
sulted from several months of negotia
tions involving leadership of both par
ties and this body and in the House of 
Representatives and the President of 
the United States. I agreed to that 
support not because it proposed a solu
tion which I regarded as ideal, but be
cause it did seem to represent a broad 
cross-section; it did spread the very 
real pain of attempting to save some 
$500 billion over a 5-year period from 
the deficit and because it called for 
strong, in fact, unprecedented enforce
ment mechanisms. 

Within the 24 hours or so after I 
made those remarks, the President of 
the United States asked for public sup
port for the bill, and the majority 
leaders, both of this body and of the 
House of Representatives, mildly en
dorsed a proposal in the drafting of 
which they had played a major role 
but essentially denounced it as unbal
anced and unfair. 

From that point on, almost all possi
bility of a broad bipartisan agreement 
unraveled. The Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and I believe the 
majority leader here said, if it is 
passed, the committees will work their 
will on it and it will change in some 
form in the way in which it was adopt
ed by the summit agreement. That, be
cause of the nature of the majority in 
both Houses, was not calculated to 
bring Members of the Republican 
Party into agreement with the propos
al and the result we already know. Nei
ther Republicans nor Democrats in 
the House were willing to give that 
proposal a majority of their votes. 

On the next morning the most 
thoughtful suggestion which I heard 
mentioned came from the distin
guished junior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. GRAMM] who said he felt that the 
next step in this process must be three 
fundamental goals: 

First, it must reach the deficit reduc
tion goals of the first proposal; that is 
to say, $40 billion in the first year, and 
$500 billion during the course of 5 
years. 

Second, it must be different from 
the proposal which was rejected and 
be perceived both in the Congress and 
in the country as being different. 

And third, the Senator from Texas 
said that he felt strongly that it must 
be in a form which was regarded by 
both Republicans and Democrats as 
being more favorable to the causes 
which they sought, perhaps the most 
difficult of those three goals to reach. 

In any event, when the President's 
veto of the continuing resolution was 
upheld in the House, that forced quick 
action with respect to another budget 
resolution. The majority party of the 
House drafted such a resolution and 
agreed to it last night. 

Mr. President, that resolution met 
two of the three goals which the Sena
tor from Texas set out. It meets the 
same goals with respect to budget defi
cit reduction and it is perceived to be 
different. It does not, however, meet 
the third of those goals. It was drafted 
by Democrats, largely in favor of 
Democratic positions. 

It has two major differences, as I see 
it, from the one which was defeated in 
the House of Representatives last 
Thursday. The first is that it has few 
of the specifics which were a part of 
the statement of managers in connec
tion with the first budget resolution. 
In other words, it leaves these general
ized goals to the Ways and Means 
Committee, primarily in the House of 
Representatives, and the Finance 
Committee in this body. It is in that 
respect that I find it particularly trou
bling. 

I am reminded of the line from 
Hamlet, Mr. President, and I find 
myself in the position of preferring to 
"bear those ills we have and fly to 
others that we know not of." I knew, 
whether I like it or not, what was in 
that first budget resolution and what 
it meant. I do not know what this 
budget resolution will lead to, and it is 
largely out of the control of the party 
of which I am a party. 

The second major difference is that 
it gives each of those committees $20 
billion in unspecified savings. In 
theory, of course. that $10 billion, 
which is taken out of entitlement sav
ings and $10 billion out of tax in
creases, could be used to increase the 
amount of spending discipline which 
we had imposed on the Congress and 
on the country. As a matter of fact, we 
almost all know that what will happen 
is there will be $10 billion less in 
budget discipline and $10 billion over 
this 5-year period more in taxes. 

Mr. President, I do not regard that 
at this point as a satisfactory solution 
and, therefore, will be among those 
who favored or would have voted for 
last week's solution and will not vote 
for this one this evening. 

I may say, Mr. President, that that is 
a fairly close question. Certainly, this 
budget resolution creates a pattern 
which can allow for a responsible and 
balanced approach on the part of both 
of those distinguished committees and 
on the part of the House of Represent
atives and the Senate. It might lead to 
a good, effective, and enforceable rec
onciliation bill which will be balanced 
between tax increases, other forms of 
revenue and spending discipline. It 
may lead to a way in which the plan 
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which it has for 5 years can effectively 
be enforced. It it does so, I will intend 
to support the much more difficult 
proposition of voting for a reconcilia
tion bill which actually meets those 
goals in a way which is satisfactory to 
the President and I hope to a majority 
of Members of both of those parties. 

At this point, however, the downside 
risk of turning this over, most particu
larly to the Ways and Means Commit
tee in the House of Representatives, is 
not one which I wish to take. I believe 
that there is a legitimate fear that this 
budget resolution will result in more 
taxes and less spending discipline, and 
I believe that this is exactly what the 
people of the United States do not 
wish. 

As a consequence, Mr. President, I 
intend to vote against this budget res
olution with the hope that I am 
proven to be in error by the actions of 
the Ways and Means Committee, the 
House of Representatives, the Finance 
Committee and this body. And if I am, 
when the reconciliation bill appears on 
the floor for debate here, I will be 
happy to acknowledge it and to sup
port a proposal which will at least 
begin to get us out of the fiscal mess 
that we find ourselves in at the 
present time and on the road to fiscal 
sanity. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Will the Senator 
from Washington yield? 

Mr. GORTON. I will be happy to. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Let me ask the 

Senator, as my colleague knows, I just 
returned by plane from Minnesota and 
I noticed in the summary I received, 
there is $20 billion more in unspecified 
but reconciled reduction. The Senator 
says he is concerned that will be $10 
billion more, cut $10 billion more in 
revenue that are not presently--

Mr. GORTON. Not quite, I say to 
my friend from Minnesota. I fear what 
I read in the newspaper and hear from 
the House of Representatives that it 
will mean $10 billion more in taxes 
and $10 billion more in spending. That 
is to say $10 billion less in spending 
discipline. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. But then the $20 
billion will not be the reconciled difi
cit; reduction will not be met. 

Mr. GORTON. Yes, it will be. What 
I understand the leadership of the 
House to believe is that they will be 
required to reconcile $10 billion less in 
spending reductions in the entitlement 
field and match it by $10 billion more 
in taxes. 

That is what the $20 billion in un
specified is; $10 billion comes from the 
tax side, $10 billion comes from the 
spending side. So all they need to do is 
add $20 billion in taxes and they will 
have accomplished the goal I have just 
outlined. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. But the summary 
that I received also states, "Gross rev
enues will not exceed those in the 

summit agreement." Is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. GORTON. That is also correct. 
It is also deceptive because gross reve
nues in the budget summit included 
some $150 billion in new taxes against 
which somewhere between $12 billion 
and $15 billion or $18 billion of tax 
goodies, of new preferences-remem
ber, the investment incentives were to 
be subtracted, so that the net of new 
taxes was approximately $130 billion. 
So it is very easy for the Ways and 
Means Committee in the House to 
strike all of those incentives-inciden
tally, I believe they should be strick
en-but to add $20 billion to the taxes 
authorized here, still stay under the 
$150 billion gross but have a net in
crease in taxes of $10 billion over and 
above what the net of the earlier 
budget agreement called for. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. So that the net 
revenues before were about $138 bil
lion. 

Mr. GORTON. About $130 billion, I 
believe. But in any event they will be 
$10 billion higher than that. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. There was $14 
billion more than that in some pref er
ences that were added including that 
whole small business package. 

Mr. GORTON. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. So the word 
"gross" is the operative word in that 
particular regard. 

Mr. GORTON. That is correct. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I thank the Sena

tor. It looks like it followed the budget 
agreement that the Senator and I in 
our discussions would have voted for, 
but this one has departed from it in a 
way that is not readily noted from the 
description. 

Mr. GORTON. It does. As I said in 
my own remarks, this is broad enough 
so that it could permit an ultimate rec
onciliation package which would be 
quite consistent with what the distin
guished Senat'br from Minnesota and I 
supported a week ago today. The prob
lem is it also could be very, very differ
ent from that proposal. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Senator 
from Washington is somewhat appre
hensive about such a reconciliation 
bill starting in the Ways and Means 
Committee of the House, I gather. 

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from 
Washington is extremely apprehensive 
about the prospects there. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I share the ap
prehension. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President and 

Members of the Senate, as I an
nounced earlier in the day, it had been 
my hope that we could proceed to con
sideration of the budget conference 
report at or shortly after 2:30 p.m. this 

afternoon. As is obvious, it now being 
some 4 hours later than that and we 
not having formally gone to the 
budget conference report, I was unable 
to gain consent to do that. 

In the interim, however, two things 
have occurred. We have had a number 
of discussions among the leaders on 
the Budget Committee, the chairman 
and ranking member and others and I, 
with the distinguished Republican 
leader, in an effort to reach an agree
ment on the handling of the confer
ence report and the continuing resolu
tion in such a way that might ulti
mately reduce the amount of time 
that would otherwise have been con
sumed in consideration of those two 
measures. 

In addition, I note that a number of 
Senators have made statements as 
though we were on the budget resolu
tion, and it is my fervent hope that 
when we get to it, informative as those 
statements were, Senators will not 
make the same or similar statements 
again. 

Mr. GORTON. Will the majority 
leader yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, I am pleased 
to yield. 

Mr. GORTON. It was exactly for 
that purpose that this Senator spoke, 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi. The time which I had in
formally reserved has now been uti
lized, and we recognized that and 
hoped that we could reduce the time 
for debate after we had formally laid 
down the budget resolution. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my col
league for his cooperation in that 
regard, and I encourage all other Sen
ators who have expressed an intention 
to speak when we get to the budget 
resolution to use this period of time to 
do so and then permit a reduction in 
time formally allocated to the resolu
tion when we get to it, which I contin
ue to hope will be shortly. 

Having said I hoped to go to it at 
2:30 and it now being 6:30, my hopes 
and expectations are not much to rely 
on for Members of the Senate, but I 
am an eternal optimist. I sincerely 
hope we are going to be able to resolve 
the matter in a way that we ultimately 
save time for all and permit us to com
plete action on both measures prompt
ly. 

That being the case, I am not able to 
say we are there yet. I conclude by 
saying it is incumbent upon the 
Senate to act on these measures today. 
We are not just dealing with numbers. 
We are not just dealing with what we 
call programs. We are dealing with in
dividual human beings and their fami
lies and their hopes and fears and con
cerns. 

It is our responsibility as public offi
cials to act and act in what I hope will 
be a prompt and decisive manner to 
approve the budget resolution to 
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permit us to go forward in an attempt 
to develop a responsible, fair, and 
meaningful legislative package that 
will reduce the deficit. 

The first step to that, the essential 
first step, is to pass the budget resolu
tion. This is the time of the baseball 
playoffs, and to use a baseball analo
gy, you cannot score until you get to 
first base. The budget resolution is the 
means by which we get to first base. It 
does not score a run. It does not 
change the law. It does not have to be 
signed by the President. It simply is an 
internal mechanism of the Congress 
under the Budget Act that permits us 
to proceed to attempt to develop in 
the actual legislation on which we will 
be voting in a couple of weeks those 
changes in law that will produce sav
ings in a fair, meaningful, and respon
sible way. 

So I apologize to all of the Members 
of the Senate for the inconvenience 
resulting from our inability to bring 
this forward. It does require consent, 
and as we have all learned from many 
long months of experience gettin~r 100 
Senators to give their consent to any
thing can be a difficult task. I hope to 
be able to move to it very shortly in a 
way that all will agree is appropriate. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is 
recognized. 

Mr. PRYOR. I see where some of 
our budget leaders in this debate are 
now coming to the floor. Therefore, I 
will not speak at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
absence of a quorum having been sug
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I might pro
ceed for 5 minutes as if in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE BUDGET 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I take 

the floor at this time to offer a few 
comments pertaining to the budget as 
we continue to negotiate as to whether 
we proceed with the taking up of the 
budget resolution or the continuing 
resolution. 

I have been impressed with the vigor 
of the debate this evening, particular
ly those who have gone back over the 

past decade and tried to analyze why 
we are where we are. 

Since we are living in the age of at
tribution, I want to attribute the fol
lowing quote to the appropriate 
source, the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS]. I remember read
ing some years ago, a statement that 
he delivered when he said the follow
ing: 

A veteran returning from Korea went to 
college on the G.I. Bill; bought his house 
with an FHA loan; saw his kids born in a VA 
hospital; started a business with an SBA 
loan; got electricity from the REA and soil 
testing from USDA. When the father 
became ill, the family was saved from finan
cial ruin by Medicare and a life was saved 
with a drug developed through the National 
Institute of Health. His kids participated in 
the school lunch program, learned physics 
from teachers trained in a National Science 
Foundation program and went through col
lege with guaranteed· student loans. He 
drove to work on the Interstate and moored 
his boat in a channel dredged by Army engi
neers. When floods hit, he took Amtrak to 
Washington to apply for disaster relief, and 
spent some time in the Smithsonian muse
ums. Then one day he wrote his congress
man an angry letter asking the government 
to get off his back and complaining about 
paying taxes for all those programs created 
for ungrateful people. 

I thought the comments delivered 
by my colleague, Senator HOLLINGS, 
were quite appropriate, pointing out 
that many Americans, indeed, most 
Americans, approve of the vast array 
of programs that have been adopted 
over the years, while at the same time 
they are unwilling to look at the costs 
required to pay for those particular 
programs. 

I have been intrigued with some 
comments of my colleagues who have 
denounced this new revised budget 
proposal because it does not go far 
enough in one direction or the other. I 
have not heard many of my colleagues 
be specific in terms of which programs 
they want to cut deeply, whether this 
be the GI bill, or the FHA loan pro
gram, or the money for veterans' hos
pitals, or the SBA loan program, or 
the REA and soil-testing programs. 

Certainly a lot of attention has been 
directed toward Medicare. I am not 
sure exactly why some of my col
leagues are so eager to cut so deeply 
into Medicare when it provides so 
much in the way of relief for people 
who are hard pressed with medical 
bills. 

It is unclear whether my colleagues 
want to cut the interstate highway 
fund, Amtrak, the drug enforcement, 
and National Science Foundation pro
grams. I have not heard many specif
ics in terms of how many are eager to 
cut back those programs. There is 
some question on the part of a number 
of Members on this side. There is a 
fear of flying, or fear of flying blind. 
They are not quite sure exactly what 
direction we are heading, and at what 
speed we are traveling. 

One of my colleagues suggested that 
this budget proposal sets up a pattern 
that could in fact be fair and balanced, 
provided the right things are put in 
the mix when it finally comes out of 
the reconciliation package, and that 
he could forsee the circumstance 
where he would find himself voting 
for the reconciliation package, but 
could not support this particular 
budget proposal. 

I think that has been brought about 
because of a certain Delphic ambiguity 
that the administration has expressed 
toward this budget proposal. There is 
no indication coming from the White 
House as to whether they favor it or 
not. They have washed their hands. 
They have been through the budget 
summit. They were rejected in terms 
of the proposal that they helped to 
hammer out, and now they are not too 
sure they want to have any part with 
this particular process. So now there is 
doubt. There is doubt in the minds of 
a number of the Senators on this side 
as to exactly what the White House 
might do in the future. 

There was a statement made by 
Chekhov many, many, years ago. He 
said: 

If you cry "Forward!" you must without 
fail make plain in what direction you intend 
to go. Don't you see that if, without doing 
so, you call out the word to both a monk 
and a revolutionary, they will go in direc
tions precisely opposite? 

And that is the problem that we face 
tonight. We are hearing the cry, "Let 
us go forward," but a number of Mem
bers are not sure exactly what that 
means. Does that mean defense cuts; 
higher taxes; does it mean less in taxes 
and more in social programs? It is very 
hard to determine exactly what direc
tion the President ultimately will go. 
And there is some, I must say, distrust 
that you can at least evince from the 
words spoken by my colleagues par
ticularly on this side. 

They are not sure, No. l, what this 
package will look like a week or 10 
days from now. They fear, on one 
hand, Ways and Means will send a rec
onciliation package that will be com
pletely unacceptable; that it may, in 
fact, even though it is unacceptable to 
a minority over here, be passed by a 
majority. And they are unsure exactly 
what the President might do with that 
reconciliation package. Even if it were 
to violate his pledge about new taxes, 
even if it were to violate his commit
ment for deeper reductions, they are 
not too sure whether the President 
would then veto the measure and they 
would be allowed the opportunity to 
sustain that veto. 

Mr. President, there is no question 
that serious and lasting progress must 
be made to reduce the Federal deficit. 
The debate on how best to achieve 
this goal has been lengthy and at 
times fractious. I think it is critical, 
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however, that we pass this budget res
olution so that the committees can get 
on with the business of working to 
produce a budget reconciliation bill. 

The budget resolution that we vote 
on today is primarily procedural. It 
sets forth the broad goal of reducing 
the Federal deficit by $40 billion this 
year and by $500 billion over the next 
5 years. However, it leaves the commit
tees with substantial latitude to reach 
these goals. This is a vote simply to 
allow the committees to commence 
work on meeting broad deficit-reduc
tion targets. It is not a vote for their 
final product. 

I have no intention of giving these 
committees a blank check in this 
matter. I will be carefully scrutinizing 
the committees' work to assure that 
the final budget agreement is fair and 
equitable. 

Fairness is the yardstick by which 
any deficit reduction plan must be 
measured. If the burden of deficit re
duction falls disproportionately on the 
elderly, the poor or the middle class, 
this principle of fairness is violated. 
Deficit reduction is a national prob
lem, requiring the full and fair partici
pation of everyone. Failure to meet 
this standard undermines confidence 
not only in the budget process, but in 
the entire Government as well. 

Next week, after the committees 
make their final recommendations, 
each of us will have to decide whether 
these recommendations are fair and 
equitable. If not, we will have an op
portunity to reject the budget plan 
when it is presented in the reconcilia
tion bill. 

I certainly intend to exercise that 
authority freely. If the final package 
is not substantially more equitable 
than the original budget summit 
agreement, I will oppose it. I will be 
looking very closely at the Medicare 
provisions. Medicare recipients should 
not be called upon to shoulder half of 
the cuts in domestic spending. Such a 
burden would simply be unfair. Like
wise, a tax on home heating fuel is un
acceptable because it places such a dis
proportionate burden on States like 
Maine. 

It would be premature, however, to 
pass judgment now on a final budget 
package now since it has not even been 
developed. At this point, it is incum
bent upon the Senate to pass this reso
lution and allow the committees to 
begin their work. 

Failure to pass this resolution will 
simply delay our efforts to reduce our 
Federal deficit. In the short term, fail
ure to pass this resolution will force 
the Federal Government to shut 
down. In the long run, it will under
mine our ability to make serious and 
lasting progress to reduce the Federal 
deficit. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this resolution, recognizing 
that each of us will have an opportuni-

ty to reject the final plan when we have taxpayers had to work for the 
consider the budget reconciliation bill. Government for such a long time. 

I hope my colleagues will put aside In case you have missed the polls 
fear at this particular moment, reserve over the last few years, the American 
their right to reject the reconciliation taxpayer has had enough. Two-thirds 
package, and allow the committees an · of the American public regard a tax in-
opportunity to fashion a reconciliation 
package that they can support in the 
future. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to this budget res
olution. The budget process is broke 
and, as far as I can tell, this package 
does not fix it. I can not support a 
package that is wrought in the dark of 
the night and is only described in terse 
prose on a few pieces of papers a few 
hours before the Senate is asked to 
vote upon it. 

Like the rest of my colleagues, I am 
fully committed to the task of regain
ing fiscal control. Since World War II 
there has been a steady deterioration 
in our fiscal policy-deficits as a per
centage of GNP have doubled every 
decade since the 1950's, and it is time 
to turn this trend around. 

None of us is unaware that enor
mous Federal budget deficits have 
plundered our national savings to the 
point where our savings rate has more 
than halved-from 9 percent in the 
1960's to under 4 percent in the 1980's. 
At a time when we struggle to remain 
internationally competitive and to 
foster investment, our savings rate is 
40 percent of Germany's and only 20 
percent of Japan's. 

It is discouraging and almost fright
ening to realize that, in spite of the 
tax increases of the 1980's-yes, tax in
creases-Congress has heaped $1.6 tril
lion onto the national debt. That's 
bigger than our national budget has 
ever been. In fact, despite six tax-in
creasing budget summits since 1983, 
the deficit fell only in years when 
there was no summit and no new 
taxes. 

It is largely because tax increases do 
not ever seem to lead to spending cuts 
or lower deficits, that I find myself in 
opposition to this budget resolution. 
Congress will just use the new taxes 
for new spending. 

This budget resolution, like the 
failed budget summit agreement 
before it, shortsightedly contains the 
largest tax increase in history. Mr. 
President, the average American tax
payer already works until May 5 just 
to pay his or her tax bill. Never before 

crease as a way to feed Congress' appe
tite for overspending. Who are we to 
ignore the American public? 

We need to eliminate waste, ineffi
ciency, and mismanagement before we 
even consider raising taxes. This pack
age is O for 3 and yet we are being 
asked to agree to the largest tax in
crease in history. 

Not since World War II have we 
raised taxes to over 19.6 percent of 
GNP-as the package certainly will
without tipping the economy into re
cession. We can not justify a tax in
crease. Annual tax collections are al
ready a third higher now than in the 
1960's and 1970's but spending has 
grown even faster. 

I know that some people say that we 
are undertaxed compared to other 
countries, but I disagree-I think that 
other countries are overtaxed and that 
Congress spends too much. 

I also disagree with the approach 
taken on Medicare, however vaguely it 
is described in the three or four pieces 
of paper my staff has managed to 
glean. Despite the alleged changes 
from the budget summit agreement 
that the House defeated last week, the 
Medicare changes are still proposed 
for the wrong reasons in the wrong 
context. · 

Let me remind my colleagues that 
the last time we tried to balance the 
budget on the backs of seniors, a fire
storm swept the country. We need to 
address rising health . care costs, but 
any changes we make to Medicare 
without thorough reform or providing 
new benefits is a thinly veiled budget 
maneuver, and senior citizens from 
Alaska to Florida will know it. 

In addition, I am concerned about 
the potential impact on Medicare pro
viders-physicians and hospitals, and 
especially rural and high Medicare 
hospitals-because of this proposal. I 
submit that a meat-ax approach to 
Medicare provider reforms is no longer 
acceptable, yet we have no assurances 
that the committees will now once 
again pull the ax from shelf and aim 
at providers. 

Any restructuring of Medicare must 
be debated openly before the public 
through the committee process with 
the input of Members and the com
ments of the public. This budget reso
lution, which is barely laid out for us 
so that we know what is in it, does nei
ther. 

I also strongly believe that without 
constructive changes to our budget 
process, we are going to face budget 
crises like these at regular intervals. 
We need real, structural reform in the 
budget process, not phoney changes 
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with fancy names that confuse the 
daylights out of everyone, including 
so-called budgeteers. We need budget 
reform that will require us to make 
our deadlines and that will impose dis
cipline on Congress-the negligent 
keeper of the country's purse. 

One of the most important budget 
reform measures we can adopt and 
should adopt is the line-item veto. The 
time has come for us to concede that 
Congress' desire to fritter away the 
taxpayer's hard earned dollars is insa
tiable. We need to give the President 
the line-item veto now. 

While a minority of Americans want 
their tax raised, over 70 percent of 
American taxpayers, who fund prepos
terous projects and special interest 
programs each year, support giving 
the President the line-item veto. This 
package seems only to contain the 
complex budget measures that the 
failed summit agreement contained, 
which will worsen this already confus
ing process. 

Under this proposal, we will contin
ue missing deadlines and facing llth
hour decisions again next year and the 
year after that and the year after 
that. 

Finally, this agreement just will not 
work. The economic assumptions it is 
based on underestimate outlays; the 
temptation by committees to play 
smoke and mirrors games remains; and 
if the new taxes slow the economy, 
spending will burgeon. 

It is vitally important to achieve the 
goal this agreement aims for-but it 
misses badly. As GAO recently wrote 
in a report on the budget deficit, defi
cits have an "ominous implication for 
economic growth." 

I know that the President has had a 
difficult time negotiating with the 
Democratic leadership of this body. 
He has made serious concessions. In 
fact, he has had to go too far in his 
concessions to make the Democrats 
come along. It is because of many of 
these huge concessions that I oppose 
this package. 

But, I also oppose this package be
cause we-and that is me and many of 
my colleagues and the people we rep
resent-do not know what is going to 
be put into it. Once these vague out
lines are turned over to the various 
committees that are supposed to 
comply with them, who knows what 
will be rammed down our throats? 

No, Mr. President, this budget reso
lution, as flawed at it is, is not as 
"good as we are going to get," as its 
supporters argue. It basically amounts 
to "business as usual" at a time when 
our constituents want change and re
sults-the truth of the matter is that 
this budget resolution is not good 
enough. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the majority leader. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

want to thank my colleague from Ari
zona for his courtesy in yielding. 

Mr. President, I say to the Members 
of the Senate, as I have reported pre
viously on several occasions during the 
day, we have been consulting with the 
distinguished Republican leader, the 
ranking member on the Budget Com
mittee, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee and others, to develop a 
means by which the Senate could act 
on these two important matters, the 
conference report on the budget reso
lution and the continuing resolution, 
in such a manner that would permit us 
to move forward in the effort to devel
op a meaningful and fair budget re
duction legislative package and also 
that will permit the continued funding 
of the Government and prevent the 
inconvenience and, indeed, much more 
than inconvenience, that would result 
by the inability of the Government to 
continue its operations after midnight 
tonight. 

We are very close to an agreement in 
that regard. I particularly thank the 
distinguished Republican leader for 
his cooperative efforts throughout the 
day. 

What I will momentarily do is to 
seek consent to proceed to the confer
ence report on the budget resolution, 
and while that is being considered, at 
least during the opening statements of 
the managers, we will attempt to move 
finally to an agreement regarding the 
continuing resolution and then per
haps, if possible, an agreement limit
ing the time for debate on the budget 
resolution, which, it is at least my 
hope, we could complete action on 
prior to midnight; that is, on both of 
the measures if we are able to work it 
out. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I am 
going to seek the consent and then 
def er to the distinguished Republican 
leader and give him the opportunity to 
comment before any action is taken on 
the consent request. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the conference 
report on House Concurrent Resolu
tion 310. 

Mr. DOLE. Reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
distinguished Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I share 
the views expressed by the majority 
leader. We have been attempting to 
make some modification of the con
tinuing resolution. We have been 
working with a number of my col
leagues on this side and with the ma
jority leader and others on the other 

side. We believe that we may have an 
agreement on that, which would expe
dite passage of the continuing resolu
tion, hopefully prior to midnight. I un
derstand the President will not sign 
the CR until we also agree to the 
budget resolution. I just confirmed 
that with the White House. That 
would not inconvenience workers or ' 
others because, as I understand the 
rules, they would come to work in the 
morning and they would be there for 3 
hours and, by that time, surely, we 
will have the budget resolution agreed 
to and hopefully the CR. 

There are, of course, all kinds of op
tions with the CR. It is subject to 
debate. It could be filibustered. It 
could be filibustered on a motion to 
proceed, or on the CR itself. So it is 
within the power of anyone in the 
Senate or any group, or any of us to
in effect, we can shut down the Gov
ernment, any one of us. I do not think 
that is the desire of anyone, but I 
want to make certain everyone under
stands there are a number of options 
available and that is why I felt, it 
seems to me, if we can work out some 
agreement, it would expedite the proc
ess and it would be in the best interest 
of this country. 

I want to thank the distinguished 
Senator from Idaho, Senator 
McCLURE, for his help in crafting what 
we hope will be an agreement satisfac
tory to a number on this side. It may 
mean additional votes for the budget 
resolution; it should mean additional 
votes for the budget resolution itself. 

I have no objection to the request of 
the majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
report will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the concur
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 310) setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for the fiscal 
years 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- · 
mend to their respective Houses this report, 
signed by a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the Senate will proceed 
to the consideration of the conference 
report. 

<The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD 
of Sunday, October 7, 1990.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursu
ant to section 305(c) of the Congres
sional Budget Act, the time for debate 
on the conference report is limited to 
10 hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the leaders or their des
ignees. 

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 
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Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
wonder before the distinguished ma
jorty leader leaves the floor if I might 
just ask a question. It is my under
standing the negotiations regarding 
the continuing resolution would indi
cate that if all is ready with the major
ity leader and the distinguished minor
ity leader, the majority leader may 
want to proceed with it before comple
tion of the budget resolution that is 
now pending before the Senate; is that 
correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Do I understand 

then if that is the case and the majori
ty leader is ready, that the majority 
leader would request that we set this 
aside so he could proceed with the 
CR? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
Indeed, I believe the preferable course 
of action would be to obtain consent 
now to permit the majority leader, fol
lowing consultation with the Republi
can leader, to proceed to the continu
ing resolution at any time, notwith
standing the pendency of the confer
ence report. But before propounding 
that, I want to make certain that it is 
agreeable with the Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. It would be agreeable. In 
fact, I think some of my colleagues on 
this side would like that option. What 
they do not want to happen is for us 
to spend all the time on the budget 
resolution and then move to the CR. 

In addition, I think the sooner we 
can take up the CR the better, be
cause as I indicated, it might mean ad
ditional votes and fewer speeches, 
each of which would be welcomed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico has the 
floor. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT-HOUSE 
JOINT RESOLUTION 666 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in 
view of the distinguished Republican 
leader's response, I now ask unani
mous consent that the majority 
leader, after consultation with the Re
publican leader, may move to the con
tinuing resolution, House Joint Reso
lution No. 666, at any time notwith
standing the pend ency of the confer
ence report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
majority leader? The Chair hears 
none. It is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues and I will now 
yield to the distinguished chairman 
and ranking member of the Budget 
Committee and will continue efforts to 
complete action on this agreement 
that will permit us to proceed as earli
er suggested. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the distin
guished majority leader. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
staff of the Committee on the Budget 
and its members be allowed to remain 
on the floor during consideration of 
the conference report to accompany 
House Concurrent Resolution 310: 

STAFF OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

REGULAR FLOOR PRIVILEGES 

Majority staff: Tim Ahern, Kip Banks, 
Agnes Bundy, Steven Burns, John Callahan, 
John Cestar, Alan Cohen, Bill Dauster, 
Kathy Deignan, Randy Devalk, Matt Green· 
wald, John Hilley, Phil Kardis, Charles 
Marr, Doug Olin, Larry Stein, Gordon Stod
dard, Barry Strumpf, Ingrid Taylor, John 
Wagster, Paul Weech, and David Williams. 

Minority staff: Hal Brayman, Jim Ca
pretta, Charlie Flickner, William Hoagland, 
Bill Hughes, Krys Krystynak, Melissa Lon
goria, Carole McGuire, Ann Miller, Michelle 
Mrdeza, Adele Obermayer, Roy Phillips, 
Cheri Reidy, Austin Smythe, and Peter 
Taylor. 

Nondesignated: Alison Cormack, Lisa 
Guzzi, Anne W. Hill, and Sue Nelson. 

These individuals have privileges to be ad
mitted without pass under a previous letter 
to the Sergeant at Arms. 

FIFTEEN MINUTE FLOOR PRIVILEGES 

Lisa Bartko, Diane Bath, Alice Benton, 
Louise Echols, Elaine Gaither, Andres 
Gatta, and Bert Gilliam. 

Amy Kestnbaum, Jackie King, Cathy 
Mallison, Angela Nicholas, Cris Ondrick, 
Beth Strader, and Carolyn Willis. 

STAFF OF MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
BUDGET 

REGULAR FLOOR PRIVILEGES 

Staff member: Barry Strumpf, Laura 
Hudson, Joan Huffer, Chris McLean, Bruce 
King, John Weinberger, Judy Love, Brian 
Wheeler, Tracey Thornton, Vi Boyer, Jeff 
Anders, Julius Hobson, Nancy Mitchell, 
Hillel Weinberg, Jeff Kumer, Kris Kolesnik, 
Cesar Conda, Hazen Marshall, Rachel 
Sotsky, Mike Solon, and Julie Dammann. 

Senator on Whose behalf request is made: 
Senator Hollings, Senator Johnston, Sena
tor Riegle, Senator Exon, Senator Lauten
berg, Senator Simon, Senator Sanford, Sen
ator Wirth, Senator Fowler, Senator 
Conrad, Senator Dodd, Senator Robb, Sena
tor Armstrong, Senator Boschwitz, Senator 
Symms, Senator Grassley, Senator Kasten, 
Senator Nickles, Senator Rudman, Senator 
Gramm, and Senator Bond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears 
none. It is so ordered. 
USE OF SMALL ELECTRONIC CALCULATORS ON THE 

FLOOR 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the presence 
and use of small electronic calculators 
be permitted on the floor of the 
Senate during the consideration of 
House Concurrent Resolution 310. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears 
none. It is so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, we take 
up this particular budget resolution at 
a moment of governmental crisis and, 
of public frustration through genuine 

agreements, through partisan conten
tion and, frankly, sometimes through 
outright petulence. We have brought 
this Nation to the brink of fiscal col
lapse. Let us remind ourselves this 
evening that what we do or do not do 
here will not shut down the Govern
ment because the facts are that this 
Government is presently either shut 
down or in the process of shutting 
down even as I speak. What we are 
doing here this evening, hopefully, is 
to reopen all of the of fices and f unc
tions of the Federal Government 
Tuesday morning. 

I remind my colleagues that this is 
not a shining moment for anyone. Our 
countrymen are rightly tired of it. 
Citizens of this country are tired of 
what they perceive to be an endless 
and fruitless debate. 

I am tired of it also. I am sick to 
death of all the bickering that has 
been going on. I think it is high time 
we pass a budget resolution in this 
body this evening. 

In my view, the American people are 
not out there asking who is to blame. 
They do not care. They are not asking 
who is the heartless program cutter. 
They are not asking who is the person 
trying to raise the taxes. The Ameri
can people are simply saying, for good
ness sakes, fix it; do what we are paid 
to do-make decisions, legislate, keep 
this U.S. Government functioning. 

The resolution before us gives us the 
opportunity to do the one thing I 
think is most needed at the present 
moment, and that is to govern. It does 
so without reducing the agreed size of 
the deficit reduction that is to be 
achieved over the next 5 years. This 
remains the single largest deficit-re
duction package in the history of this 
republic. 

The deficit-reduction package that 
we consider this evening will preserve 
the original form of the summit agree
ment that was entered into with the 
President of the United States. It will 
achieve $40 billion in savings for fiscal 
year 1991 and over 5 years it will 
achieve $500 billion in savings. 

This agreement provides the kind of 
flexibility that Dr. Alan Greenspan, 
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board, has said he will use to lower in
terest rates and to pump a needed 
charge into this flagging economy that 
either is in recession or certainly tee
tering on the edge of recession. 

This agreement reaches these very 
ambitious goals while at the same time 
incorporating some of the hard-won 
wisdom of the failed effort to pass the 
summit agreement in the House of 
Representatives four evenings ago. 
Sometimes we learn by losing, and cer
tainly we learned a lesson the other 
evening when the American people, 
speaking through their elected repre
sentatives in both parties, chose to 
reject the summit agreement that had 
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been hammered out in cooperation 
with representatives of the White 
House and negotiators from both the 
House and the Senate for both parties. 

I think what we learned last week 
was that the legislative process simply 
cannot be dictated to. We learned that 
the American people through their 
telephone calls will not have their 
lives shaped by an arbitrary exercise 
in number crunching. 

The fundamental correctives to 
those problems are simply to return 
the freedom of the legislative body to 
make necessary policy decisions, to 
return that authority to the commit
tees of competent jurisdiction in the 
Congress. 

I say to my colleagues that those 
committees will have fixed and reli
able savings targets to achieve, but at 
the same time they will be free to 
craft their own reconciliation provi
sions as they have always done. Specif
ic policies are not going to be dictated 
to these committees. Legislative re
sponsibility and flexibility is not going 
to be usurped by the budget summit 
agreement. 

Instead, the committee members 
who understand the issues, which 
many of them have been dealing with 
for years, who understand the re
sponses of the American people to par
ticular issues, members who have 
worked with these issues for many 
years, such as Medicare, will be decid
ing how to structure the necessary 
program, how to effectuate the neces
sary policy changes, and how to make 
the necessary deficit reductions. 

That will give us the opportunity to 
craft an overall reconciliation bill that 
is more sensitive to the needs and 
wishes of the American people. 

We are simply not going to pull a 
Medicare deficit reduction number out 
of thin air and demand that it be met 
with policies that Members and the 
American people simply will not sup
port. We are going to have the free
doms of the normal legislative process 
to bring to bear on all the tax policy 
decisions. We are going to have the 
freedoms of the normal legislative 
process to make the decisions in 
health care, to make the decisions 
that deal with agriculture policy and 
the destiny of the farmers of this 
country. 

Every decision that is made will be 
made by those who have the expertise 
and the sensitivity to do it. We will 
give ourselves an opportunity to avoid 
some of the political land mines that 
we blundered into when we labored be
neath the blindfold of the budget 
summit. 

We have a return to the legislative 
process, to state it very simply, as it 
was designed. In my view, that ensures 
that we will reach the necessary defi
cit reduction totals but we will do that 
with sufficient policy sensitivity to 
give the resulting reconciliation pack-

age a chance to pass, a chance to pass 
in the Senate and a chance to pass in 
the House of Representatives. 

I say to my colleagues that what we 
seek now is a budget resolution that 
will provide fundamental discipline 
but one that will still give us the 
chance to pass the true reconciliation 
policy which will come before us in a 
few days that really changes the law, 
changes the policy, and makes the sav
ings. 

This is a budget resolution that 
really is in fact a budget resolution. It 
makes no pretense of being anything 
else. It simply is an aggregate of num
bers which go to the various commit
tees and charge them with the respon
sibility of making savings in their com
mittee of jurisdiction or raising reve
nues in their particular committee of 
jurisdiction. 
It is the first step to necessary 

changes int he law itself. It enables us 
to move the proc<;ss along, to a point 
that we are making decisions which 
do, indeed, require the President's sig
nature, which do, in fact, have the 
force of law, which do, in fact, affect 
the day-to-day lives of the citizens of 
this country. 

But we have to stand first before we 
can run. I say to my colleagues let us 
give the process a chance to work this 
evening, for if we kill the seed we will 
never know what kind of plant it may 
h~ve produced. 

I am sure there are going to be those 
who will feel that the resolution is not 
specific enough, and they will make 
that argument. They will say this reso
lution is not a specific number; it does 
not charge this committee with saving 
this much out of Medicare or some 
other programs. They will recite 
recent history. They will argue, will, 
we cannot trust the congressional com
mittees. · 

But to those of my colleagues who 
make that argument, let me simply 
say that this resolution binds us only 
to the dimensions of a deficit reduc
tion package upon which I believe 
most of us largely agree. The policies 
that will reach these dimensions will 
be worked out in a bipartisan way in 
the relevant committees. 

For example, the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee
and make no mistake about it, Finance 
has the biggest burden to carry in this 
budget resolution. The chairman of 
that committee, the very distinguished 
Senator, has traditionally taken a bi
partisan approach to the Finance 
Committee. Other committee chair
men, I am sure, will do the same. But 
even if bipartisanship fails at the com
mittee level, there is always a fail-safe 
guarantee. If 2 weeks from now we are 
dissatisfied, let us say, with the work 
of the Finance Committee or with the 
work of the Commerce Committee or 
with the work of the Governmental 
Affairs Committee, the bipartisanship 

leadership has agreed to work togeth
er to craft a leadership amendment 
that will clean up and cure these dis
agreements. 

Let us say that fail-safe mechanism 
fails because anything that is devised 
by man or woman is not perfect. We 
still have a final safeguard of execu
tive prerogative. If the President of 
the United States does not like what 
we craft or fashion or produce here 
within the guidelines established by 
this agreement, why then he can 
simply veto it and send it back to us 
and repair it. 

I remind you, Mr. President, and my 
distinguished colleagues, that the 
President has vetoed 14 pieces of 
major legislation during his adminis
tration. And we have not overridden 
his veto a single time. I must confess 
to my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle. I say that with some regret. 
But we have not been successful in 
overriding this President's veto one 
time this year. 

Of course, we will never be absolute
ly certain that the complicated legisla
tive process ahead of us is going to 
produce all of the positive results that 
we hope to achieve with a real, en
forceable deficit reduction package, 
but we can certainly all work to that 
end. 

I submit that we can be certain of 
one thing: if we do not pass this 
budget resolution, we will never even 
have a hope of reaching the desired 
conclusion. We will have killed this 
agreement and more importantly, Mr. 
President, I fear we will lay open a 
partisan rift within this body that will 
not heal soon, and may leave this Gov
ernment in a state of tattered confu
sion for inany, many days to come. 

Mr. President, I began my remarks 
by saying that the American people 
simply do not understand. They do not 
comprehend, and rightfully so, our in
ability to perform the most basic func
tions of a legislative body. They do not 
understand the continuous sniping 
and bickering over matters which 
seem abstract and largely insignificant 
to them. 

I guess that out of the literally thou
sands and thousands and thousands of 
constituents who telephone our offices 
to complain about the various unap
pealing elements of the summit 
accord, not one has said that this 
summit agreement was defective be
cause it contains insufficient specific 
reconciliation instructions, or that 
they disagree with this budget amend
ment because of the caps on domestic 
discretionary spending that are going 
to be inadequately enforced. 

No, Mr. President. They told me 
they did not like it because it cut too 
much out of Medicare. That is what 
they were saying. Or we do not like it 
because it has a gasoline tax in it. We 
do not like it because you are not cut-
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ting enough out of defense or you are 
not putting enough in for highways. 
But not one said that it had insuffi
ciently specific reconciliation instruc
tions. And nobody-nobody-said that 
the caps on domestic discretionary 
spending were inadequately enforced. 
No, of course not. 

The people of this country are con
cerned about their daily lives. They 
are concerned about the services that 
their Government is going to deny 
them if we do not get it back open. 
They are concerned about the taxes 
that we are going to impose on them. 
They are also concerned, perhaps 
more than anything else, about the 
fundamental ability of their Govern
ment to govern. They are worried 
about it. '.They are angry about it. 
Quite frankly, I think they have a 
right to be. 

So, in short, the stakes are simply 
too high for those of us in this body to 
get bogged down in procedural minu
tia. It is like Nero fiddling while Rome 
burned. 

The opportunity for fighting the 
real policy battles of deciding what 
the law is· going to be really is before 
us. And I think it should be debated at 
that time. 

So in summation, we simply cannot 
allow this Government to continue the 
gradual shutdown that is occurring. It 
does not serve anyone's interest. It 
does not serve the interests of Demo
crats, certainly. It does not serve the 
interests of Republicans. It certainly 
does not serve the interests of a Re
publican President. It does not serve 
the interests of liberals or conserv
atives. It serves no one's interest to ob
struct this process that we are trying 
to kick off here this evening. 

So to the Members of this body on 
both sides of the aisle, I say that those 
of us who participated in the summit 
worked in good faith to produce an 
agreement, an agreement that would 
avert the catastrophe that is staring 
us brutally in the face right now, and 
we worked hard. 

I worked hard with my distinguished 
colleague, Senator DoMENICI from 
New Mexico. While the rest of our col
leagues were still on recess, we were 
back here in Washington rally locked 
up at Andrews Air Force Base for days 
trying to work out this summit. We 
have worked every Saturday and 
Sunday for the past 4 or 5 weekends. 
We left here last night, many of us, at 
midnight fighting to avert the catas
trophe that is staring us in the face. 

It is a very bitter thing for me to 
say, Mr. President, that we failed, and 
that this corrosive debate has now 
eaten into the very foundations of the 
legitimacy of our Government and 
into our own credibility as legislators. 

I hope that tonight we can move for
ward and adopt this budget resolution. 
I urge my colleagues to act now to 
save the credibility of the U.S. Senate 

with the people of this country be
cause, mind you, if we fail to act this 
evening, if we fail to pass this budget 
resolution, if we fail to pass a continu
ing resolution, and if this Government 
does not reopen for business as usual 
Tuesday morning, and if it should be 
ascribed to this U.S. Senate, I submit, 
Mr. President, that the American 
people will never forgive us, and they 
should not. 

So I urge my colleagues, as we move 
into the debate here, to vote for this 
budget resolution, and after we have 
adopted it then we can move on to the 
very difficult policy decisions that are 
going to be ahead of us in the days 
and weeks. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
will speak briefly and then yield time 
to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. President, I have not made up 
my mind what to do about this budget 
resolution. To me, it looks like the fail
safes that the Senator from Tennessee 
speaks about are lacking; that we are 
not dealing in procedural minutiae, as 
he said, but what we really seem to be 
doing is extending the process for an
other couple of weeks without any real 
strong indication that it is going to 
come to a conclusion at that time. 

What we are saying is that the lead
ership of the Congress could not give 
direction to the rest of us that would 
be accepted, and so we are going to 
give it to the committee. We hope 
they do a good job, and we are loosen
ing the ties that the leadership pack
age had upon us, and in loosening the 
ties we say to the committee, "now, 
you do it." 

The distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee talks about the fact that we 
are now going to give it to the commit
tees, to the nonpartisan committee 
chairman he spoke about. I sometimes 
wonder if he is in the same body that I 
am in. I have not noticed that the 
committee chairmen are nonpartisan 
or that we on our side are nonpartisan 
in this or in other matters. 

I talked to a number of the people 
who called my office, and I had the di
rector of my State operation in Minne
sota talk to them, so that they would 
be answered by someone who had a de
tailed understanding of the process 
and of what we were doing. What they 
really said to us was, yes, some said, 
Medicare cuts were unbearable, but by 
and large they had a misunderstand
ing of what those so-called cuts were. 
They said in some instances, yes, the 
gas tax was too high. But by and large 
they expressed the lack of confidence 
in the Congress. They sometimes did 
not say it; they were just made. They 
were mad that we could not agree, and 

that in the process of not agreeing, 
that we were going to impose upon 
them some additional burdens. They 
were not quite sure what those bur
dens were. 

In listening to the news and in lis
tening to some of the networks, who 
kind of accumulated all this 5-year 
burden into one large figure, they cer
tainly were scared. And they thought, 
here goes the Congress again, and 
their confidence in the Congress has 
fallen to new, lower levels. 

Frankly, if you look at polls of some 
of the Members on both sides of the 
aisle, it is reflected in their reelection 
numbers, it is reflected in the margins 
they have or the margins that are de
veloping against them, that indeed 
people are annoyed with us. 

What we are doing now, in my judg
ment, is that we are going to pass a 
continuing resolution for the better 
part of 2 weeks, and then we are going 
to give it to the committees and say we 
are not going to give you as much di
rection as the leadership gave you, but 
do the best you can. 

I differ with my colleague from Ten
nessee, that this is a failsafe type of 
mechanism or a failsafe type of proce
dure, because this agreement that we 
are giving them is certainly less pre
cise than the agreement that the lead
ership worked out, for which I was 
prepared to vote. 

This agreement comes with no man
dates, because most budget agree
ments do not come with mandates as 
to how to achieve the goals that are 
set in the budget agreement; yet, while 
those goals might be mandated, the 
ways of getting there are not mandat
ed. So I am afraid that we are just 
going to find ourselves 10 or 12 days 
down the road here with something 
that the committees have come up 
with, in which there has been enor
mous amount of effort made by every 
lobbyist in the country. 

It is going to be a marvelous windfall 
for all the hotels and for the airlines, 
because we are going to be descended 
upon; there is no question about that. 
We are going to be descended upon by 
those who seek to protect their inter
ests, and those interests can be very 
narrow. 

There are 2 more weeks of that 
which we now have before us. I am 
afraid that at the end of those 2 
weeks, we are not going to be nearer to 
a conclusion than we are tonight. 

Look at closing down the Govern
ment and creating something of a 
crisis: I am afraid that these bodies, 
the Congress of the United States, the 
House and Senate, cannot operate well 
unless we have a crisis before us. Then 
that crisis becomes a mandate, and the 
outrage of the people that the crisis 
creates becomes a mandate, that re
sults in our moving to a better, a more 
formidable, and a more enforceable 
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type of budget agreement. I do not 
think we are doing that now. 

Unless the chairman has somebody 
who wants to speak on his side, I will 
yield to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. SASSER. I say t9 the Senator 
from Minnesota that we have nobody 
wishing to speak at this time. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield to the 
Senator from Colorado. How much 
time is the Senator requesting? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I would be 
pleased if the Senator would yield me 
not to exceed 30 minutes. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield 30 min
utes to the Senator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Ms. 
MIKULSKI). The Senator from Colora
do. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Madam Presi
dent, this whole budget crisis and our 
role in it is being discussed in very 
stern, even stirring, dramatic terms 
here tonight. In fact, it is being por
trayed almost in heroic terms. Here is 
a tiny band of Senators and a handful 
of others who are bravely standing up 
to this deficit monster who somehow 
are trying to stem the tide and per
form this heroic service for an uncar
ing country, for an ungrateful coun
try. 

Madam President, that may be the 
way it looks to some Members. It does 
not look that way to me. My hunch is, 
out in the country they do not think 
we look like heroes. They think we 
look like jerks. 

The Denver Post summed it up: 
The annual Federal budget crises are as 

predictable-and their resolutions almost as 
fictional-as the recurring crises on daytime 
TV soap operas. 

This low-rated series, which might be 
titled "As the Economy Churns," annually 
stars the Federal Government preparing to 
shut down because the Gramm-Rudman 
budget law supposedly mandates sharp cuts 
in the deficit. At the last minute, Congress 
and the administration announce an agree
ment that keeps the Nation's airports and 
hospitals running and purports to begin 
solving America's long-term budget woes. 

The latter promise is never kept, of 
course, and there is little reason to think 
that the latest fiscal patchwork is any dif
ferent. President Bush and congressional 
leaders claim the agreement reached over 
the weekend will trim $500 billion from the 
deficit over 5 years. However, as it has been 
with past fixes, most of those purported sav
ings are to happen during the final years of 
the agreement, which makes them about as 
reliable as the estimates of 5 years ago 
showing how the deficit would be eliminat
ed by this year. 

Mr. President, the Denver Post goes 
on and critiques the outline of the 
agreement and then sums up with, I 
think, quite a memorable paragraph: 

A television soap opera whose crises were 
this predictable would be canceled for bad 
ratings. It can only be hoped that the voters 
are just as demanding in the voting booths 
this fall as they are in the Nielsen surveys. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that this Denver Post editorial 

appear at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit U 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Madam Presi

dent, as we begin the debate on this 
budget resolution, I cannot help re
membering what happened when one 
of our colleagues was supposed to have 
been seen wondering around the Cap
itol with a glum look on his face. So 
the story goes, he was greeted with a 
hearty hello by one of his colleagues 
who said, "Cheer up; things could be 
worse." He reported afterward, "Well, 
I cheered up and, sure enough, things 
got worse." 

That is sort of how I feel tonight, 
because when they announced this 
budget package a week ago, I felt 
pretty bad. I listened to the President, 
and he had invested a lot of his per
sonal prestige in this. I listened to the 
leaders. They wanted to have a chance 
to present this package. I withheld 
any public comment until this time. 
And as I cheered, things got worse. 

The truth of the matter is that this 
package that comes before us tonight 
is basically just like the package that 
came out a week ago, only it is a little 
worse. 

The original summit package repre
sented either the largest or the second 
largest increase in taxes in the history 
of our country,. depending on whose 
figures you believe. 

The Wall Street Journal, which is 
known for pretty insighful appraisal 
of these things, says it is the largest 
increase in taxes in the Nation's histo
ry. A congressional staffer whose judg
ment I respect points out that it may 
only be true if you include the so
called fees along with the taxes and 
roll them together. And even so, it 
may not be as large as the TEFRA tax 
increase of a few years ago. 

But whether it is the largest tax in
crease or the second largest tax in
crease in history, this package is full 
of large, burdensome increases in 
taxes on gasoline and oil. There is an 
increase in personal tax rates, al
though it is cleverly disguised as a 
change in the itemized deductions for 
individuals. The way that works, it 
amounts to, I guess, about another 1-
person increase on income tax brack
ets, and there is a tax on beer, automo
biles, boats, furs, jewelry, and so on. 

There are even, buried deep down 
inside the original budget package, 
some rather arcane but still rather sig
nificant increases in such thing as the 
taxes paid by corporations. They have 
a proposal in there which says that if 
you do not pay income taxes because 
of a dispute, if there is a judgment of a 
lawsuit, or something against a corpo
ration where a matter has largest tax 
increase in history, this package is full 
of large, burdensome increases in 
taxes on gasoline and oil. There is an 

increase in personal tax rates, al
though it is cleverly disguised as a 
change in the itemized deductions for 
individuals. The way that works, it 
amounts to, I guess, about another 1-
percent increase on inomce tax brack
ets, and there is a tax on beer, automo
biles, boats, furs, jewelry, and so on. 

There are even, buried deep down 
inside the original budget package, 
some rather arcane but still rather sig
nificant increases in such things as the 
taxes paid by corporations. They have 
a proposal in there which says that if 
you do not pay income taxes because 
of a dispute, if there is a judgment of a 
lawsuit, or something against a corpo
ration where a matter has been in dis
pute, then you are charged interest. 

That, of course, is the present law. 
What is new in this package is that 
that interest which is charged to a cor
poration under those circumstances is 
no longer deductible as a business ex
pense for computing the taxes of that 
corporation. 

I leave it to you whether or not that 
is fair. It seems to me that it is not. 
But the fact of the matter is that it 
represents another huge increase in 
taxes. 

This new package that comes before 
us tonight is different in two or three 
ways. First of all, there are fewer sav
ings in this package. One of the salient 
features of this proposal is that they 
have reduced somewhat the amount of 
savings that were expected to be ob
tained on the spending side. Second, 
there will be an increase of $10 to $20 
billion in taxes above the $154 billion 
in the original package, which came 
out 7 days ago. 

One is almost tempted to say we 
better pass it quick because it is get
ting steadily worse; and we better take 
this before it deteriorates any further. 
I also note in this package there is a 
significant change from the prior ver
sion in that we have no assurance of 
how these taxes will be structured. I 
want to say more about that in a 
moment, but that is a very, very signif
icant change. 

Now we have been told budget reso
lutions do not have detail, and that is 
true. But the prior package at least 
comes forward to us with a pledge by 
the joint leadership in this body and 
in the other body and from the White 
House that, if the final package did 
not meet a certain set of rather de
tailed specifications, it would be killed 
and that the leaders and the President 
would join in doing so. 

We do not have any such assurance 
about this package, and so within a 
very few days we may face a tax pack
age and for that matter a spending 
package quite different than anything 
that was originally contemplated. 

Madam President, I would like to 
review briefly some of the arguments 
that have been presented in support of 
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this package. Perhaps the most novel 
was suggested by the Senator from 
Tennessee a few minutes ago when he 
said we really need this kind of a pack
age in order to ward off the threat of a 
recession. 

Madam President, I agree with one 
of the newspaper writers-I think it 
was Tom Wicker, but I am not sure
who said that the idea of-and by the 
way, as the Rocky Mountain News 
noted, Mr. Wicker is not thought of 
generally as a fan of small govern
ment, but his point was this: That the 
notion of a huge tax increase to ward 
off a recession is more or less the same 
as using blood in the water as shark 
repellent. 

This is Herbert Hoover's worst 
nightmare being started again. Head
ing into a recession, and most econo
mists agree that we are on the brink of 
a recession probably the most unlikely 
proposal that most of us would think 
of is to cope with a recession by raising 
taxes, and not just raising one tax a 
little, but by raising every tax we can 
think of by quite a bit and in fact to 
come forward with the first or second 
largest tax increase in the history of 
our country. 

Madam President, if tax increases 
make us strong, the proposition about 
which I have a lot of doubt, then our 
country must already be stronger than 
gangbusters, because in the last few 
years, we had tax increase after tax in
crease. 

Some people have been sharing the 
experience they had with constituents, 
the phone calls, letters, and other con
tacts they had. I had contact with 
people, too, and I have yet to have 
typical constituents-I am not talking 
about inside the Beltway experts; 
somebody who works for think tanks 
or the White House or Congress-a 
person from home, a business person, 
a homemaker, somebody trying to 
make ends meet. I have yet to have 
even one such person approach me 
and look me in the eye and say, "You 
know, we are a little undertaxed. We 
think that this country really would 
be stronger and better, the economy 
would perform better, our life would 
be better if you just raised the gas tax, 
beertax, jewelry tax, fur tax, income 
tax, heating oil tax, and anything else 
that you might be able to think of." 

Madam President, on the contrary, I 
find in talking to people at home that 
most of them seem to think that taxes 
are plenty high enough. They do not 
have access to detailed information 
about taxes and spending, but all Sen
ators do. And all Senators know that 
as recently as fiscal year 1987, the re
ceipts of this Government were $854 
billion. This year, they are going to be 
about $1.67 trillion, an increase of 
$200 billion in just about 3 years. 

I would say that is a pretty healthy 
increase. In fact, if you want to go 
back further, in 1960, receipts of this 

Government were $92 billion. That 
may seem like a long time ago to some
body, but you know when you reach a 
certain age you have a little greater 
sense of history and perspective, and 
1960 is not that long ago. 

In 1980, which is scarcely an eternity 
ago, the total receipts from taxes in 
this country for the Federal Govern
ment were $520 billion. This year, they 
are more than twice that. And yet we 
have the proposal before us tonight to 
increase the rates of taxation on prac
tically every kind of human activity 
that is known to man. 

Let me just say, Madam President, 
that if taxes are the secret to a strong 
economy and to a strong, growing 
country, then we must already be very, 
very strong indeed. 

Madam President, the Senator from 
Tennessee has also suggested that, by 
gosh, we have to pass this budget reso
lution to reopen the Government. I do 
not know if that is true or not, but evi
dently the President does not think so 
because a couple nights ago, he vetoed 
the continuing resolution. 

And in exploration of that, he cited 
a memorandum of law which has been 
presented to him which he and his 
staff believe to make clear that he has 
the power to keep the Government 
running, to keep all the essential func
tions of Government going, not just 
for a day or two, but indefinitely if 
necessary. That is to say, he is going 
to keep the Social Security checks 
going out, the FAA controllers at 
work, keep the Army guarding our 
country and the ships at sea steaming 
and the Desert Shield operation in 
Saudi Arabia going on. 

I do not know whether or not this 
legal opinion is valid. I have not read 
it. Someday when I have a chance, I 
would like to. But it is my understand
ing from those who have looked at it 
that the President has, under existing 
statute and under his powers as Com
mander in Chief, sufficient authority 
to keep all of the functions of Govern
ment which he deems to be essential 
in place and running. 

And in any case, even if that is com
pletely dead wrong, we do not have to 
pass the budget resolution in order to 
reopen the Government, as the Sena
tor from Tennessee put it, because 
right after this we are going to vote on 
a continuing resolution, and the con
tinuing resolution would have that 
effect if indeed the President lacks the 
legal authority that he thinks he has. 

The Senator from Tennessee also 
made the point that if we do not pass 
this quickly, we are liable to see some 
kind of partisan rift right here in the 
U.S. Senate. I say, ladies and gentle
men, it is about time we had a partisan 
rift around here. 

One of the things gone haywire in 
this process is the attempt to smoke 
over, to obfuscate, to somehow diffuse 
the partisan differences in this Cham-

ber. I do not always agree with every
thing the majority leader says. I agree 
with his statement on television the 
other night when he said there are 
deep and lasting real differences of 
opinion bet\1\een Republicans in this 
Chamber and Democrats. But the way 
we have been acting portrayed either 
we do not believe that, or somehow we 
do not want the voters at home to 
know what those differences are. 

I agree with the Wall Street Journal. 
What the United States dearly needs 
right now is a large, national debate 
over its priorities. Senator MITCHELL is 
right. There are deep, philosophical 
differences between the political ideol
ogies of this country. 

The purpose-hear this well, my col
leagues, because this is getting lost in 
the shuffle-the purpose of a func
tioning democratic system is to clarify 
and resolve those differences, utimate
ly, with elections in which the voters 
choose between two positions. 

Well, now we have just been treated 
to about 5% months in which the lead
ers of both parties have tried to find 
ways to avoid letting those differences 
of opinion come out in public, for un
derstandable reasons. But in doing so 
they cheat the public out of the op
portunity to know what is going on 
and to make an informed decision. So 
I reject the notion that we ought to 
vote for this budget resolution in 
order to a void partisan discussions. 
That is what this is all about. We are 
not talking about personal discussion, 
we are not talking about personal ani
mosities. We are talking about, among 
friends, among professional colleagues, 
deep, lasting differences of opinion 
which our voters at home have hired 
us and sent us here to debate and to 
discuss and to vote on, not to obfus
cate. 

Mr. President, one of the things we 
are told of this resolution is it does not 
really mean anything. This is just to 
keep the process moving. Now, that is 
a little different argument than the 
Senator from Tennessee made. He said 
this is a big, crucial issue of national 
policy. But in the cloakrooms and 
caucus rooms and out behind the 
scenes what at least some Senators 
have heard is, "You can vote for this; 
it doesn't really mean anything. It just 
keeps the processing going." 

Well, this is real. This is a real policy 
decision. This is not the breakdown of 
the system. This is how the system is 
supposed to work. The system has 
been broken down all year. The 
system was broken down when the 
Budget Committee earlier this year 
decided it did not have the willpower 
or the courage or the information or 
the time to really develop a budget 
resolution. So we just sent out a pro 
forma resolution to the floor. And 
when it got to the floor, we said, 
"Well, this is too controversial, too 
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timt>-eonsumln~:· or something. So in
stead of hnvlng a debate on it and of
ft'ring anwndments and considering it, 
Wt' just took it up and had a voice vote. 
Tlwn' was no rollcall. Nobody knew 
anything. And it went off to confer
ence and has been there ever since 
about mid-May and now it has finally 
come back. 

All that time the system was broken. 
All that time from May 15, when a 
budget resolution is required by law to 
be considered, until now, the system 
was not working. Now, at long last it is 
working. And yet some people are 
being invited to vote for this on the 
grounds that well, this does not 
matter. I mean, it is not real. We are 
not shooting with real bullets. 

I will tell you what is real about it. 
What is real about it is at least $150 
billion in taxes. Now, if anybody 
thinks they are voting for this and it is 
just voting for a process, just voting to 
continue the consideration of this 
matter, they ought to think again. Be
cause a vote for this budget resolution 
is a vote for a minimum of $150 billion 
in new taxes. You cannot tell for sure 
whether those are income taxes, gas 
taxes, oil taxes, or cigarette taxes. And 
we are all free to interpret in any way 
we want to how much of the tax 
burden is going to fall on which group 
of taxpayers and to say to ourselves, 
"Look, when the reconciliation bill 
comes back I do not have to vote for it. 
Just because I vote for the budget res
olution does not mean that I am going 
to vote for the tax bill which follows." 
That, of course, is true. The reality is, 
if you vote for this, you are putting 
yourself on record in favor of the 
proposition that what this country 
needs as we teeter on the brink of a re
cession is a $150 billion tax increase. 

Let me tell you something else that 
is real in this budget resolution. That 
is the mandate to increase the debt of 
this country by $1.9 trillion. I cannot 
tell you which page it is on, but some
where very deep in this budget resolu
tion is a 5-year increase in the national 
debt. 

I was talking earlier about tax reve
nues. Let me just put in perspective 
the national debt. In 1960, a lot of 
people were alarmed about the growth 
of the national debt. It stood in that 
year at $283 billion. By 1980, it had 
gone to the breathtaking sum of $520 
billion. I happen to remember what it 
was in 1978 because, when I ran, one 
of the things I accused my opponent 
of, one of the things I hung right 
around his neck was that he voted to 
increase the debt of this country to 
the staggering sum of $483 billion. 
And out our way people felt that was a 
little too much. 

By 1985, it had risen to $734 billion. 
I beg your pardon. It had risen, by 
1985, to $1.823 trillion. Somehow the 
word "trillion" does not come readily 
to one's lips. Now we have a national 

debt of about $3 trillion. If we vote for 
this budget resolution, anyone who 
chooses to do so, you are voting to in
crease it to $5 billion. That is real. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Trillion. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Trillion. I thank 

the Senator from Minnesota. Some
how that word "trillion" just sticks in 
my throat. That is real. 

I will tell you something else that is 
real. Anybody who thinks they are 
going to have some political cover to 
vote for this resolution and then pick 
and choose among the propositions 
that follow it better face the reality 
that when that happens, when the bill 
comes back, the first thing they are 
going to say is, "Well, look, you voted 
for the budget resolution. Are you now 
not prepared to vote for measures that 
follow?" .Then there are variations on 
that theme. 

Anyway, that is what I am against. I 
can just hear somebody saying, "Fine. 
You are against all this stuff. What is 
it substantially that you are for?" 
Well, I will tell you what I am for. I 
am for two broad propositions: First, 
reform of the budget process, because 
it has become a national joke. 

One of our colleagues earlier said 
that he thought there were doubts 
about the Senate's credibility, that the 
public doubted the credibility of the 
Senate. Well, I tell my colleague he 
better wake up and smell the coffee, in 
Abigail Van Buren's memorable 
phrase. 

Voters do not have any doubt about 
the credibility of the Senate. They 
made a decision about that. They do 
not believe in the Senate. A recent na
tionwide poll showed, among others, 
far beyond whether they think we 
have credibility on budget issues. Only 
30 percent of the people in this coun
try in a recent survey think that Mem
bers of Congress always or almost 
always tell the truth on any subject. 
People are not beginning to doubt our 
ability to govern. They know we have 
failed. They know that we have let 
down our responsibility. They know 
this process is a colossal flop. They 
also know that we are taking a dog-in
the-manger attitude. 

Mr. MACK. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I wonder if the 

Senator from Florida knows where the 
phrase "dog in the manger" comes 
from? 

Mr. MACK. It certainly is not the 
reason I asked the Senator to yield. I 
would be happy to hear the answer to 
that question. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. The answer to 
the question is that this comes from 
Aesop's fables. The dog got in the 
manger and barked and scared the 
cattle away. He would not eat the 
straw himself, and yet he would not 
let them eat it either. 

Congress is doing the same thing. 
Congress will not balance the budget, 
will not show any fiscal responsibility, 

yet they also deny to the President 
the line-item veto and the other tools 
by which he could balance the budget. 
That is why I say it is like the dog in 
the manger. 

Mr. MACK. The reason I asked the 
Senator to yield is that when he said 
"budget reform," I know that one of 
the thoughts that has come to my 
mind during this past year or so is 
that I really believe that there ought 
to be a repeal of the Budget Act of 
1974, I believe that is when the Budget 
Act was put into place. I know my ini
tial reaction to that when it was first 
proposed several years ago while I was 
serving on the Budget Committee in 
the House was that should not 
happen. But now that I look and see 
what has happened, it seems to me 
that the Budget Act of 1974 allowed us 
to begin talking about a multiyear 
budget process; that is, a series of 
spending and taxing decisions over a 5-
year period. What is interesting to me, 
it seems that every year that we have 
put together a budget resolution, the 
tough decisions about what spending 
should be reduced or what taxes ought 
to be raised are pushed out into the 
outyears and we claim all of these. A 
little later on I will touch on that. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Backloading. 
Mr. MACK. I think it is important 

for people to focus on this budget res
olution and ask what does it do in the 
first year and what does it purport to 
do in the second, third, fourth, and 
fifth years. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the Sen
ator for his contribution. Anybody 
who follows the budget debates 
around here knows the Senator from 
Florida is not only one of the best-in
formed but he is also one of the most 
thoughtful Members of this body and 
is increasingly recognized as a leader 
in consideration of these matters. He 
is absolutely right. This thing is back
loaded just as most of these budget 
deals are. 

Well, I started to say what it is I am 
for. First, I am for process reform, 
and, second, I am for spending cuts. 
You do not have to cut anything to 
balance the budget. The truth of the 
matter is if you just went to a freeze 
or partial freeze, that over 5 years or a 
reasonable period of time you could 
get this thing in balance. I personally 
would like to go much further. I would 
like, for example, to cut back on the 
appropriations bills we have put 
through this year. They are running 
10 and 12 percent ahead of last year. I 
would hold them to no increase. I 
would go for a freeze. 

But I would go for more than that. 
Personally-I think I am one of just a 
handful in this regard-I would freeze 
all the cost-of-living adjustment pro
grams, Social Security, veterans, you 
name it. You do not have to do that. 
You do not have to take that kind of 
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bitter medicine to get the budget in 
balance. All you really have to do is 
something simple like take the defense 
cuts, plus a nondefense discretionary 
freeze for a couple of years and over a 
5-year period that would make a big, 
big dent in the whole thing. 

Personally, I would like to go fur
ther. I would like to cut defense. It is 
obvious we are going to do that. I am 
ready to cut agriculture, and I am 
from a farm State, but we ought to 
phase out of that business. I am not 
just here saying that tonight, · I have 
been home to tell my farmers about 
that and a lot of them agree with me. 
It is not as if we spend an enormous 
amount of money helping the farmers. 
The fact is the farm program have 
bankrupted the farmers. 

We have poured a torrent of Federal 
money into programs which, in the 
end, have not only been useless, they 
have been self def eating. They have 
made the situation for the family 
farmer much worse than it was a gen
eration ago. 

If my colleagues do not believe me, 
talk to the cattlemen and say to them, 
how would you like to be in the cattle 
industry under the same kind of pro
grams of Federal support that we have 
for corn and wheat? Senators will find 
out fast what people who are not 
under these programs think of them. 

I think we ought to do something to 
reform Medicare and yes, I think we 
ought to do it sooner rather than 
later. There is nothing wrong with the 
idea of saving some money in Medicare 
and there is certainly nothing wrong 
with the idea that relatively high
income families ought to pay a larger 
fraction of their own health care. I say 
whether it is by means testing or how
ever we want to do it, it is time to 
reform Medicare. 

I think we ought to curtail or abol
ish Amtrak. Again I am not running 
for anything so it is easy for me to say 
that. But when I was, I made it a point 
to go to Lamar, CO, where Amtrak 
enters my State and looked the voters 
in the eye. I said, folks, we "know you 
love to have the train coming through 
here every day, but for sound national 
policy reasons I think we ought to 
abolish it. We had a good discussion 
and as far as I could tell, after we got 
done, they agreed. 

I believe we are, in a lot of cases, un
derrating the people we represent. If 
we leveled with them and just said 
look, we have to make cuts in every
thing, most of them would agree. 

Housing programs. We have 6 mil
lion units of subsidized housing in this 
country. Surely that is enough, with
out passing an enormous increase in 
the programs of subsidized housing. 
Could we not just reallocate some of 
the units we have that went to middle
and upper-income people, to low
income people and solve the problem 
that way instead of adding $10 or $15 

or $20 billion of new subsidized hous
ing units this year, especially in those 
programs which have been so scandal 
ridden? 

Then, I think we could save a couple 
of billion dollars or at least a half a 
billion dollars in the operations of 
Congress itself. We are spending about 
$2 billion a year to run this place. 
Does anybody believe if we wanted to, 
we could not scale back by $300 or 
$400 or $500 million? 

What is wrong with this budget 
package is not that it is too severe, not 
that it is too draconian, but it is too 
little, too late. The public has been ex
cluded. There is too little accountabil
ity because so much was drawn up 
behind closed doors. I can remember 
when leadership consisted of trying to 
figure out what the country needed 
and then going around trying to sell it 
to the people. Now leadership, it seems 
to me, is can you put together a pack
age without anybody knowing whose 
fingerprints are on the component 
parts of the package. 

I think it is time for us to decide 
what are we willing to do if we really 
care about this and we are not just 
crying wolf. I think it is a serious prob
lem. I believe the deficit is a problem 
which will come back to haunt us, is 
already haunting us. Our children 
cannot get jobs as good as they would 
like because of this deficit. We have 
become the world's largest debtor 
nation. We were the biggest creditor 
Nation a decade ago. Interest rates 
have ratcheted up and we are leaving 
behind a heritage of diminished pros
pects, not only for our children, but 
their children as well. It is not the end 
of the world. We are going to muddle 
through. Things are going to be OK 
but not good either. 

As Senators, we ought to look our
selves in the eye when we get up in the 
morning and ask ourselves this ques
tion: Here we are, the leaders of the 
greatest nation in the world; a nation 
of people who are prudent, thrifty, 
hardworking, and sensible. And we are 
the leaders who have given these 
people a government which is none of 
these things. 

Madam President, in closing I would 
like to say exactly what I would like to 
do next. If this budget resolution 
should perchance be defeated, which I 
doubt, what would I like to do next? I 
would like to do five things. I will tick 
them off. 

First, I would like to pass a continu
ing resolution with a $40 billion se
quester included in it on a very short 
time fuse; a week or 10 days, with a se
quester built into it, but only lasting 
for a few days, as point No. 1. 

Point No. 2, send our committees out 
and tell them to come back with the 
best package they can, not under rec
onciliation instruction that limits 
debate, but just under the regular pro
cedures of the House and Senate with 

a short deadline and lots of moral sua
sion. 

Third, I would like to make that con
tinuing resolution with its sequester 
permanent, unless the committees 
come up with something better. 

Fourth, I would like to give the 
President emergency power while Con
gress is in recess to exercise some dis
cretion, some version of the line item 
veto or of enhanced rescission. 

And then fifth, I think we ought to 
go home and beg the forgiveness of 
our constituents for not doing much, 
much better. 

EXHIBIT 1 

As THE ECONOMY CHURNS 

The annual federal budget crises are as 
predictable-and their resolution almost as 
fictional-as the recurring crises on daytime 
TV soap operas. 

This low-rated series, which might be 
titled "As the economy churns," annually 
stars the federal government preparing to 
shut down because the· Gramm-Rudman 
budget law supposedly mandates sharp cuts 
in the deficit. At the last minute, Congress 
and the administration announce an agree
ment that keeps the nation's airports and 
hospitals running and purports to begin 
solving America's long-term budget woes. 

The latter promise is never kept, of 
course, and there is little reason to think 
the latest fiscal patchwork is any different. 
President Bush and congressional leaders 
claim the agreement reached over the week
end will trim $500 billion from the deficit 
over five years. However, as it has been with 
past fixes, most of those purported savings 
are to happen during the final years of the 
agreement-which makes them about as re
liable as the estimates of five years ago 
showing how the deficit would be eliminat
ed by this year. 

The agreement does appear to reduce the 
upcoming deficit by about $40 billion, 
mostly because of higher taxes on alcohol, 
cigarettes, gasoline and luxury goods. The 
deal also imposes a petroleum tax and a sig
nificant boost in Medicare premiums and 
raises taxes on the wealthy slightly by limit
ing the deductions of those who make over 
$100,000 a year. 

Yet even that new revenue may not stop 
the deficit from growing this year. That's 
because on Sunday, Budget Director Rich
ard Darman increased the estimate for the 
fiscal 1991 deficit to $293.7 billion. That is a 
sharp increase from $231 billion he estimat
ed in July. 

Deficit estimates have been soaring be
cause of the faltering economy and the 
mushrooming costs of the savings-and-loan 
bailout. A shooting war in the Persian Gulf 
or persistence of the current $40 a barrel 
price for crude oil could make the perform
ance even worse. 

Finally, there is the risk that the econo
my, overstimulated and robbed of invest
ment by the fiscal grotesqueries of the 
Reagan years, may simply collapse on the 
canvas. 

Economic forecasting is a notoriously dif
ficult art, and taxpayers shouldn't hold poli
ticans responsible for the fine details. But 
they can-and should-hold Congress and 
Bush accountable for continuing to view the 
budget purely as political theater, to be tin
kered with as campaign applause lines dic
tate. 
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For eight years under former President 

Reagan's "What, me worry?" borrowing 
binge, the nation lacked a clear blueprint to 
put its fiscal house in order. Two years into 
the Bush administration, we still don't have 
one. 

A television soap opera whose crises were 
this predictable would be canceled for bad 
ratings. It can only be hoped that the voters 
are just as demanding in the voting booths 
this fall as they are in the Nielsen surveys. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield myself up to 
30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico, ranking 
member of the Budget Committee, is 
recognized. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I was not present 
as Senator BoscHWITZ was handling 
matters for me. If there was a differ
ent arrangement I surely do not want 
to change that. Was there an arrange
ment made for someone else to speak? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I would say to 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico that the Senator from Florida 
asked if he could speak after the Sena
tor from Colorado. I responded if no 
one was there from the other side who 
wanted to speak, he could. 

Of course, the Senator is running 
the floor for us. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Senator, I am 
going to change my request to 2 min
utes and then you are next. 

Mr. MACK. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield myself 2 

minutes. Then I want to yield to the 
Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I am 
going to speak a little more than this 2 
minutes unless we are ready to do the 
CR, and want to get this thing fin
ished off. Then I will probably re
strain my remarks. Otherwise, I am 
probably going to take a half-hour 
sometime during the evening. 

Let me say there is no one in this 
body I respect more than the very dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado. As 
I heard him speak so eloquently about 
what he would do, I harken back to a 
day when I had arrived in the U.S. 
Senate. I think I had been here a year 
and a half. I was sitting in my front 
room. My last born are twins. They 
were 6 years old and I was told I did 
not have to come to work very early so 
I did not have to leave. They were 
there. I could stay until about 8:30, in
stead of leaving at 6 or 6:30. 

They were watching television, and 
it disturbed me because they were not 
interested in me. So I pulled up close 
to them and I started talking to them. 
They really were not interested. I 
pushed a little harder. Finally one of 
them looked back over her shoulder 
and said: Daddy, you is no king. You is 
just a Senator. 

It seems to me I would like very 
much to stand before the U.S. Senate 

as one of 100, on the Republican side 
of the aisle, where there is also a 
Democratic side of the aisle, and I 
would like to say that I do not want to 
do this because I have a better plan. 

As. a matter of fact, I would like to 
share with my colleagues my plan. 
The only problem is that my plan is 
terribly irrelevant because I am only 
one Senator and the U.S. Senate has 
to reduce this deficit. 

It seems to me, what we are trying 
to accomplish with a President who is 
Republican, a Republican minority 
here in the Senate and a majority on 
the other side that are Democrats, we 
are trying to put together a package of 
deficit reduction activities and actions 
that will achieve $500 billion in deficit 
reduction over 5 years that will pass 
the U.S. Senate; that will be signed by 
the President of the United States; 
that will pass the U.S. House. If that is 
not our goal, we ought to quit now and 
everyone can give speeches, and we 
can all tell our people what we would 
do. 

It is absolutely right that people say 
they are not going to vote for this if 
they do not want to. It is absolutely 
right, under our system, that they tell 
us what they would do. And it is abso
lutely right that they apply their phi
losophy to this-absolutely right. 

When all of that is finished, we have· 
to decide, as a U.S. Senate, whether we 
are going to get the first step in deficit 
reduction or not. And I will have some
thing further to say in the evening, as 
to why I believe, under the circum
stances, we better proceed to pass this 
resolution and take the first step in 
trying to get 500 billion dollars' worth 
of deficit reduction. 

I do say to my friend who is the next 
speaker, that he made a point about 1-
year budgets, and first year versus 
second and third and fourth years. I 
did not want to interrupt. 

If we look at the reconciliation pack
age, that is the committees being or
dered to do things, some of which are 
very distasteful because they are 
taxes. Some are very distasteful be
cause they are entitlements. Some we 
do not like but, nonetheless, take 
them all and list them. 

If, in fact, they do their job and 
when they come back and we bring 
this reconciliation bill here, if I bring 
it here and lay it before the Senate, if 
they have done their job, I just want 
to make the point that each year in 
the next 5, there are savings and/or 
revenues that come from those activi
ties. That is why we are getting 5-year 
events, 5-year effect. 

We can talk about other accounts in 
another way, but I do believe it is ab
solutely urgent that many Senators 
who are wondering about this under
stand that if the entitlement and tax 
package is achieved, the only thing we 
have to control in the outyears is the 
appropriated accounts, and before we 

are finished, we will discuss budget 
process reform because it is contem
plated by this summit event, dramatic 
budget process reform without which 
we should not vote for the final pack
age when it comes over. 

I will be pleased to yield. How much 
time does the Senator ask for? 

Mr. MACK. I believe I would not 
take more than 15 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield 15 minutes 
to the distinguished junior Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. DODD. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Mr. President. Who is controlling the 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator withhold? 

Mr. DODD. Parliamentary inquiry. 
Who is controlling the time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER] 
is controlling the side for the Demo
crats; the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. BOSCHWITZ] has been designated 
by the minority leader to control time. 
It has subsequently, temporarily, been 
assumed by the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I might say to my 
good friend, I was going to use mine to 
speak for half an hour. Senator MACK 
arranged to speak for 15 minutes. I did 
not use my half hour. Presumably, 
when he is finished, we will start ro
tating. 

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 

the Senator from Florida withhold? 
The Senator has yielded how much 
time to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Fifteen minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Florida may proceed for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, let me 
again thank the Senator from New 
Mexico for both yielding the time and 
for his comments with respect to the 
reconciliation package, which I do un
derstand. Also I want to say to my dis
tinguished colleague and friend, the 
Senator from Colorado, I thank him 
for his kind comments a few moments 
earlier. 

I rise to indicate at the beginning of 
my comments that I will be opposing 
this package for a number of reasons, 
the first of which is because I view it 
as being a tax package. I see it raising 
$165 billion in taxes, and I will touch 
on that a little bit later. Second, I do 
not believe it really cuts Federal 
spending. One of the reasons that I be
lieve that goes to the point that Sena
tor ARMSTRONG and I spoke about a 
few minutes ago and that is because it 
shifts the major spending reductions 
into the outyears. 

Third, I would raise the point that 
there is nothing in this package that 
encourages economic growth, and I 
make this point. If we really are seri
ous about doing something about the 
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deficit, the first thing we have to do is 
to make sure that we have a growing 
economy. 

Last, I will say, as important as the 
others, is that, frankly, it makes me 
angry to find that we are still talking 
about roughly 50 percent of the do
mestic savings of this plan coming out 
of Medicare. Maybe I ought to try to 
explain how I arrived at 50 percent. 
We were originally told that domestic 
savings would be $119 billion. If we 
take $14 billion of that which, in fact, 
are user fees, we are down to $105 bil
lion. As I understand it in the agree
ment that has been worked out-I do 
not really have all the details-rough
ly $10 billion of the Medicare reduc
tions have been put back into place. So 
we are roughly talking about $50· bil
lion in Medicare reductions. That is 
$50 billion out of a package of $105 bil
lion domestic, and I claim that is 
pretty close to 50 percent. I think that 
is just too large to ask one group of 
Americans to pay in this deficit reduc
tion package. 

Let me frame the debate, again, 
from my perspective. The two most 
significant myths that have come out 
of Washington and come out of the 
Congress of the United States over the 
last several years are that Federal 
spending has been cut to the bone; 
that there really is not anything else 
that can be done to Federal spending. 
And the second is that the huge tax 
cuts that went into effect in 1981 cre
ated the deficit that we are dealing 
with today. 

Let me address both of them. Again, 
reality, and Senator ARMSTRONG 
touched on these. In 1981, Federal 
spending was $75.8 billion. The esti
mate for 1990 is $1.2 trillion. It is hard 
for me to see how Federal spending 
has been cut to the bone. 

With respect to taxes, if we go back 
to 1980, roughly $520 billion in taxes 
were collected in 1980. In 1990, as the 
Senator from Colorado indicated, 
$1,067,000,000 in taxes were collected 
in 1990. My point is that we are not 
here today dealing with this issue be
cause Federal spending has been cut 
to the bone. It is because we have not 
done enough with respect to Federal 
spending. 

One of the things that I have heard 
almost in the entire 8 years that I 
have been in Washington in the Con
gress, 6 years in the House, 2 years in 
the Senate, and this is actual wording: 
"Any fool knows that the only way to 
solve this problem is to raise taxes" as 
if raising the taxes would do away 
with the Federal spending problem 
and we solved the problem. 

Let me make a couple of points here. 
Since 1982, there have been 13 differ
ent tax packages passed through the 
Congress. The Tax Equity and Fiscal 
Responsibility Act of 1982; the High
way Revenue Act, gasoline tax; Social 
Security amendments of 1983; Rail-

road Retirement Revenue Act of 1983; 
Deficit Reduction Act of 1984; Consoli
dated Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 
1985; Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1986; Superfund amendments, 
continuing resolution; omnibus budget 
resolution, 1987; continuing resolution; 
Medicare catastrophic coverage, one of 
the 13, the only one that has been re
pealed; and the Family Support Act of 
1988. 

The calculation is that those tax in
creases from 1982 to 1989 amounted to 
$851 billion of tax increases. I just 
really ask the question: How much do 
we need? How much does this Govern
ment really need? 

The reason I do not believe that this 
plan will work is very, very simple. 
Two points: One, there are 190,000 line 
items of the Federal budget-190,000 
line items. I have been told that 
maybe one of those line items will dis
appear as a result of this budget reso
lution. 

The second point is, and I heard this 
on C-SPAN yesterday while I was 
watching .to see when we were coming 
back down here, one of the individuals 
who called in said they were looking at 
a Federal Register of some kind and 
indicated that there are 1,176 Federal 
programs. And I am pretty confident 
about this next statement. None of 
those Federal programs will disappear 
as a result of this budget resolution. 

Again, I have to say to my colleagues 
both on the Democrat side and the 
Republican side, there is only one way 
to get control of this. We have to 
eliminate some Federal spending pro
grams. If we can imagine there are 
1,176 of these programs gobbling up 
every dollar that possibly can come 
into the coffers, and even with $850 
billion over the last 8 years, that is not 
enough. I just ask people, what is 
enough? 

This plan calls for, it says, $133 bil
lion in taxes. There are $133 billion in 
what people refer to as taxes. Then 
there is $14 billion in what are called 
user fees. That is a way of funding the 
Government, any way you want to 
look at it. The last time I heard there 
was $18 billion in here of premium in
creases for Medicare. That brings the 
tax package to $165 billion. I think 
that this is, again, relying way too 
much on the tax side and not enough 
on the spending side. 

Again, my colleagues have heard me 
say a couple of times, how much is 
enough? When is it going to stop? Is it 
not interesting that just last week the 
head of the General Accounting 
Office, Mr. Bowsher, said that these 
taxes, after they are passed, will not 
be enough; that the Congress will have 
to come back and raise more taxes a 
year from now, certainly within 3 
years. Again, I think that makes my 
point, that as long as you leave all the 
Federal programs in place, it is just 

going to require more and more taxes 
each year to fund them. 

Again, another study was done by 
Professor Hathaway several years ago. 
He looked at the taxing pattern of the 
Federal Government over a 40-year 
period and drew the conclusion that 
for every new $1 in taxes raised at the 
Federal level, the Congress found 
$1.58 to spend. I say if you look at this 
package, it indicates the same thing. 
You would conclude that as a result of 
this package there would be less Fed
eral spending in 1995 than there is in 
1990. That is absolutely wrong. The 
number goes up some $260 billion over 
the next 5 years. There is no cut in 
Federal spending. 

I am going to say something now 
that is very elementary, but I think it 
needs to be said because nobody un
derstands what we mean by a spending 
cut in the Congress of the United 
States. Let me use an example. 

I have a young son. I say to Connie, 
look, we have $100 to spend for you to 
go to the movies. That is what you 
spent last year. We have to do some
thing about it. What about a 5-percent 
cut. Do you know what Connie's reac
tion would be? He would say, gee, that 
means I only have $95 to spend next 
year. 

That is not the way we do it in the 
Congress of the United States. We say 
that since the cost of the movies are 
going to go up, let us see, we would 
have to project then about $110 in 
spending for my young son to go to 
the movies. So, a 5 percent cut means 
that we only have $105 this next year 
to go to the movies. You see, that is a 
$5 increase in spending, not a $5 cut in 
spending. I think people understand 
that. 

So when you hear people say around 
here we are cutting Federal spending, 
that is not what is happening. We are 
cutting Federal spending from an 
imaginary line that is increasing year 
after year after year. So under this 
program Federal spending will in
crease as it has done so often in the 
past. 

Again, I want to restate the com
ment that was made in the colloquy 
that the Senator from Colorado and I 
had a moment ago. The major prob
lem in this is again it is talked about 
as being a $500 billion spending plan. 
Interestingly enough, though, $117 bil
lion in the discretionary accounts, 
whether that is defense or nondefense, 
have not been agreed to. They have 
not been agreed to. No one knows 
whether they are going to be in de
fense or whether thay are going to be 
in nondef ense. If they are in nonde
f ense, which one of the accounts 
would be affected? 

So I raise the question in the begin
ning whether this really is a $500 bil
lion package. 
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The second point I want to make 

with respect to the colloquy is what 
has happened in this particular spend
ing plan is that the tough decisions 
have been moved off to 1993, 1994, and 
1995. The best way to express it is for 
me to read from an article that was 
written by Paul Craig Robertson, I be
lieve. He calls it "Numerical Chica
nery." 

He starts out by saying, "Do you be
lieve that the Federal Government is 
going to spend fewer dollars in 1993, 
1994, and 1995?" 

You see, because that is what this 
budget resolution calls for. It actually 
calls for outlays to be less in 1993, 
1994, and 1995. 

He says, "Do you believe that outlay 
dollars in 1994 will be $50 billion below 
the amount the Government spends in 
1992?" I certainly do not believe that, 
but those who are going to vote for 
this are apparently basing their sup
port on that premise. 

Then he goes on further to say that 
"The savings are based on the assump
tion that spending in absolute dollar 
terms in 1993, 1994, 1995 is below the 
level of 1992. In other words, the sav
ings are based on the assumption of 3 
years of budget cuts that individually 
are more severe than the threatened 
1991 budget sequester." 

He goes on further, "Do you believe 
that politicians who fear a sequester 
that would still allow a spending in
crease in 1991 are going to implement 
a budget plan that actually cuts spend
ing, not in relation to some projected 
f:rowth figure but in relation to a pre
vious year spending? I certainly do not 
believe it." 

One further comment about the 
numbers and why I find this a plan 
that is hard for me to accept and be
lieve. 

The budget outlays, Federal spend
ing in the year 1991, the year of crisis 
as it is being said, are going to increase 
by $128 billion. In other words, in the 
first year budget outlays are going to 
increase by $128 billion. In 1992, they 
are going to increase to some degree. 
But in 1993, 1994, and 1995, somehow 
magically, very magically, they are 
going to be cut below the 1992 level. 
That I find very hard to believe. 

The last point that I want to make 
with respect to the package is that 
there is nothing in here that goes to 
the issue of economic growth. As I said 
a moment ago, I think that is the most 
important lack, I guess, of a feature. 
The most important thing we need to 
do is to follow policies that create 
growth. What we need to do is to cut 
the capital gains rate to 15 percent. 

I know that there are two immediate 
reactions that come with mentioning 
cutting the capital gains rate. The 
first is that this is a big giveaway to 
the wealthy. 

I ask people to ref er to an editorial 
in the Wall Street Journal, July 25, 

1989, where they showed what the dis
tribution of the benefits of a lower 
capital gains rate would be. Interest
ingly enough, when there are less than 
$10,000 of earned income, they showed 
that 20.8 percent of all the benefits 
from a lower capital gains rate would 
go to that particular group. I know 
people have to be shaking their heads 
saying how in the world can this be? 

The reason, No. 1 is, that is a group 
of retirees who have worked and saved 
all of their lives to set aside money for 
their retirement years when they are 
no longer working. They periodically 
sell off assets, and as they sell off 
those assets, they are allowed to main
tain a certain standard of living. But 
they are being socked under the 
present tax plan to the tune of 28 per
cent. Many of us think that that 
ought to be reduced to 15 percent. 

The other message you hear all the 
time is that it is going to cost the Fed
eral Government money if you lower 
the capital gains rate. The same argu
ment that was made in 1987 is being 
made all over again. Secretary Blu
mental in 1987 said if you cut the cap
ital gains tax rate, it is going to cost 
the Federal Government money. In 
fact, he estimated that there would be 
a 25-percent loss. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator from Florida will withhold, 
the Chair advises him the 15 minutes 
yielded by the controller of the time 
on his side of the aisle has expired. 

Mr. MACK. I ask the Senator to 
yield me 1 minute to wrap up. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
have more time requested than I have 
to yield, but I yield the Senator an ad
ditional minute. 

Mr. MACK. I appreciate that. 
Let me conclude by saying I believe 

that a lower capital gains rate will in 
fact increase the revenues. If you go 
back and look at the statistical data, 
you are going to find that is true. Cap
ital gains is a voluntary tax. You only 
pay the tax when you decide to sell an 
asset. You decide to sell the asset 
when it is to your economic advantage 
to do that. If the rates are too high, 
you do not sell the asset. If you do not 
sell the asset, there is no income. If 
there is no income, there is no revenue 
to the Federal Government. 

I say to my colleagues I think this 
budget resolution should in fact be de
feated. There is nothing in it that is 
going to stimulate economic activity. 
It raises the taxes and it really does 
not control Federal spending. 

I thank the Senator from New 
Mexico for yielding me the time. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

DASCHLE). Who yields time? 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield 

such time as the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut may consume. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague from Ten
nessee. 

Mr. President, for the purpose of my 
colleagues, I will not use a great 
amount of time here this evening, but 
I did want to take a few minutes to ex
press my own views on the budget res
olution that we may be voting on a 
little later this evening, and also to 
share some general comments about 
the events of these last several days 
that have caused us now to be in a sit
uation where a good part of our Gov
ernment is not operating. 

Mr. President, I indicated last week 
that I had severe reservations about 
the summit budget proposal that 
failed to win a majority of votes in the 
House of Representaives. I expressed 
those reservations because I felt it 
placed too great a burden of the defi
cit reduction on the backs of some of 
our most vulnerable citizens. 

I said that I wanted to support a 
budget resolution that would responsi
bly adjust spending priorities to per
form the budget process without re
ducing economic growth and require 
the most affluent of our Nation to 
bear some fair share of the cost of gov
ernment without shoving the brunt of 
that cost onto the middle-income tax
payers of this country. 

It seemed absolutely essential that 
we agree on a budget compromise that 
would provide for serious long-term 
deficit reduction; a budget resolution 
that represents real progress toward 
the Federal deficit in a coherent 
manner. 

Sound arguments, of course, can 
always be brought to bear against vir
tually every detail of any budget pack
age. But there is an overriding need to 
start the deficit on a downward trend 
if we are to remain a strong country 
and are to leave our children a legacy 
of economic prosperity. 

Mr. President, I intend to support 
the budget resolution now before us. 
The resolution is a major improve
ment over the resolution that was re
jected by the House last week. This 
resolution retains some of the 
strengths of the summit budget agree
ment while ameliorating many of its 
most glaring faults. It represents the 
largest deficit reduction package in 
history. It preserves the overall 
summit agreement, including deficit 
reduction of $40.1 billion in fiscal year 
1991, and $500 billion over fiscal years 
1991-95. 

However, Mr. President, the resolu
tion modifies the reconciliation in
structions to the Ways and Means 
Committee and Finance Committee by 
providing the discretion to specify 
some $20 billion worth of deficit re
duction. It suggests that possible 
changes include lower Medicare cuts, 
revision of the unemployment insur
ance waiting period, elimination of the 
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home heating oil tax, and revision of 
the tax incentive package. 

All of these changes, Mr. President, 
would be in my view positive steps, and 
I urge the tax-writing committees to 
adopt these changes, and look else
where for cuts. 

In addition, the committees would 
have more flexibility to write a fair 
tax package than one contemplated 
under the original budget agreement. 
My strong hope is that such a tax 
package will not be regressive as was 
the proposal in last week's budget 
compromise. 

The burden of tax hikes and spend
ing cuts should fall primarily on those 
who can afford them the most. Under 
no circumstances should the middle
income wage earner bear such a signif
icant burden as I believe was in the re
jected proposal. 

This budget resolution is imperfect, 
as all budget resolutions are. But the 
solid deficit reduction it provides is far 
more important, Mr. President, than 
its flaws. 

Our country must have a national 
budget, which means compromises 
have to be made. If this resolution 
fails, the growing deficit and the ongo
ing paralysis in budget making will 
continue to erode our ability to 
govern. 

Once and for all, we must begin eras
ing this Federal deficit that has 
plagued this Nation for the past 10 
years, and now is the time to end this 
fiscal insanity. All of us must come to
gether in the spirit of cooperation to 
help solve this financial crisis. 

We are now paying the price for the 
so-called supply side economics, cham
pioned under the Reagan administra
tion. The crisis we face today stems in 
my view from two fundamental policy 
decisions made in the early 1980's at 
the insistance of the Reagan adminis
tration and with the overwhelming ac
quiescence of Congress: Huge in
creases in defense spending and mas
sive tax cuts for primarily the 
wealthy. 

This gigantic deficit created by these 
two decisions is the major reason, al
though not the only reason, that we 
are here tonight. 

I happened to have voted against 
the Reagan tax bill in 1981, and I 
voted against the Reagan budget in 
1981 as well because, as I said then, 
Mr. President, I did not think that "it 
presents the fiscal policy needed to in
crease productivity, employment, 
trade and growth while restraining in
flation." 

I quote further. I said "It falls far 
short of what we can and should devel
op both as an economic recovery plan 
and as a statement of national prior
ities." I concluded that the increased 
deficits that would be created by that 
tax bill outweighed the need for tax 
relief and would make a balanced 
budget a pipe dream. 

Mr. President, I wish I had not been 
so right. We no longer can nonchalant
ly pile up huge deficits as we did in the 
1980's. These deficits made us into a 
debtor nation dependent on paying 
foreign investors high interest rates to 
keep our own Government running. 
The total national debt from the be
ginning of our Nation to 1980 was $1 
trillion. From 1980 to 1987, it tripled 
to $3 trillion. Interest on the national 
debt is now $180 billion. Mr. President, 
that is $500 million a day. Every day 
our Nation must borrow $500 million, 
and we borrow most of it from foreign 
sources. 

The debt takes a special toll on our 
young people. We all pay hidden tax 
in higher interests for mortgages and 
credit because our Nation borrows so 
much. But young people pay the most 
because they have the most need to 
borrow. 

Cutting the deficit is the only way to 
reduce the high cost of borrowing to 
consumers and Government without 
spurring inflation. It is the only way, 
Mr. President, we can afford to meet 
the new national needs without mort
gaging the next generation's future. 

Supporting this budget resolution 
for the sake of finally doing something 
tangible and meaningful does not 
enter the debate on taxes and spend
ing programs. It just begins the 
debate. In the next days and weeks 
the committees of appropriate juris
diction will implement legislation in 
the form of a budget reconciliation bill 
to implement the dollar targets con
tained in this resolution. If the final 
product represents real deficit reduc
tion, and everyone shares fairly in the 
cuts, then we will have done our job. 

I hope, Mr. President, we will pass 
this resolution and get about the busi
ness, the hard job that the reconcilia
tion package requires. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. BOSCHWrrz. Mr. President, I 

yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak in opposition to the budget 
resolution, and I would like to begin 
by explaining why I intend to vote 
"no," even though I am hopeful that I 
am wrong. 

I am hopeful that this budget reso
lution will prove to be an effective 
roadmap to adopt a budget reconcilia
tion bill that will meet the fiscal needs 
of the Nation, and that will in fact 
reduce the deficit. But, Mr. President, 
I am very concerned that it will not. 

Mr. President, I supported the origi
nal budget summit agreement not be-

cause I thought it was a great agree
ment-I did not-not because I sup
ported every element in it-I did not
but because I thought it represented 
hard choices that needed to be made, a 
bitter pill that needed to be taken to 
cure the ills of the Nation. 

Mr. President, whatever you 
thought of the budget summit agree
ment, it represented choices. It set out 
a blueprint. It defined what we were 
going to do and how we were going to 
do it. 

Mr. President, the budget before us 
does not make choices. In fact, the 
budget before us is an effort to run 
away from making hard choices. A 
budget, Mr. President, is a blueprint 
for action. A budget is in fact a prom-
ise. . 

We put together the summit agree
ment. It was voted on in the House 
and it was rejected, and it was rejected 
because it asked, at least in the minds 
of those who voted against it, too 
much sacrifice, and the decisions were 
too hard. 

But what we have done, rather than 
going back and making specific 
changes in that budget and giving 
people a new choice based on a con
crete program, we have instead decid
ed to bring forth a budget that says we 
will reduce the deficit in the sweet by 
and by; that we will do it in a way as 
yet undetermined; and we will do it 
when we get ready. 

Mr. President, I think this moves 
away from making hard choices, and I 
am concerned that if we cannot agree 
on the easy part, if we cannot agree on 
the promise, how in the world are we 
ever going to agree on the actual pro
gram? What we have before us is a 
package that says we are now going to 
let committees make the decision. 
There is an oblique reference to the 
budget summit agreement, but if you 
read these instructions, you read in 
vain to find any real commitment to 
fulfill that agreement. 

I am hoping that the moral suasion 
that still exists from that summit 
agreement will make it possible for us 
to move in that direction and come 
fairly close to that agreement. But 
there is no hard choice in this budget. 

Mr. President, ultimately the Ameri
can people want us to make choices, 
not promises. I have tried to come up 
with a way of explaining what I think 
the problem is here, and I came up 
with an analogy, and I just want to 
share it with my colleagues. 

This budget would be roughly the 
equivalent of the following statement 
by a young suitor who might come to 
your house to seek the hand of your 
daughter. And the young suiter would 
show up on your front porch and say, 
"I want to marry your daughter. Your 
objective is that she is happily mar
ried, and I believe I can fulfill that ob
jective, and I want you to give me her 
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hand. But I want you to understand I submit that if we are going to end 
that normally in the service, you have up adopting an actual deficit reduction 
to pledge to love, honor, and cherish, package, it is probably not good policy 
and I am not willing to make that to have any doubt about what it is 
commitment. I am willing to set out that we are supposed to do. And when 
some parameters, where we will dis- we have Members who have been told 
cuss it. I am willing to come back after that this is going to come out to their 
the fact and say that we will look at liking when they have totally diamet
each one of those things. I may be rically opposed views, I submit that we 
able to come within 20 percent of one are setting out a standard which 
of them, but I am not willing to make cannot be achieved. I hope I am 
that commitment." wrong. 

Well, Mr. President, I think most of I intend to work on the committees 
we parents would not be terribly im- that I serve on and work in any capac
pressed by that commitment. If the ity that I am asked to work to try to 
potential groom was not willing to enforce this agreement. I am commit- · 
make a commitment at the altar, the . ted to working to try to produce a rec
easy part, how can we expect him to onciliation bill that will meet the na
live up to that commitment after the tional need, but I do not believe that I 
marriage? would be honest to my constituents or 

The problem with this budget agree- my colleagues if I did not say that by 
ment-and I predict it will be a prob- adopting a budget, which basically 
lem that is going to come back to makes undefined promises, that we are 
haunt us in the coming weeks-is that making the job that ultimately must 
we will have agreed to a budget which be done harder to do, and we are 
is supposed to be a plan, and a promise making it more likely that our goals 
that makes no concrete promise. We will not be achieved. 
supposedly are setting out a blueprint, I am committed to doing that job. I 
a road map, and yet we do not agree will never give up in an effort to deal 
on what that blueprint is or where the with this problem. If this turns out to 
road map will lead us. And, yet, we are be the vehicle, I will work very hard to 
supposed to, within a week or 2 weeks, make this process work. But I thought 
come forth with an actual program to it was important that I come here and 
reduce the deficit by $500 billion. express my concerns, because I believe 

So, Mr. President, I believe we are that we have made a road, which was 
moving in the wrong direction. I think already steep and already rocky, far 
we are avoiding hard choices and, steeper, far harder to climb, by our in
quite frankly, I think by coming for- ability to define what it is we intend to 
ward with a broad, general agreement do. 
with specifics to be determined later, The day is coming quickly when we 
that we make the ultimate decision have to do it, and I submit that we 
more difficult. better get on the job. 

So I am concerned about two things. I yield the remainder of my time. 
One, we are not going to get as good Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, if 
an agreement as we had before; and there is nobody who wishes to speak 
two, we are more likely to get no on the other side, I will yield such 
agreement than was the case before. time as is necessary to the distin-

So, Mr. President, I am not urging guished senior Senator from Wyoming 
others to follow my lead in voting [Mr. WALLOP J. 
"no." I think it is something on which The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
people have to make a determination Senator from Wyoming. 
for themselves. I think you can make Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 
strong arguments in either direction. that the Chair inform me when 20 
But I come down on the side of voting minutes has passed, if I have not com
"no," because I think this is a move- pleted by then. 
ment in the wrong direction. This is a Mr. President, I do not know who be
movement to gain a 2- or 3-day re- lieves that this budget package will 
prieve from the public outrage which result in a $500 billion reduction. I 
has existed for the last week. But in challenge anybody who has been 
the process of gaining that reprieve, around this body, this Congress, to 
by not doing what a budget is sup- state that they believe in the budget 
posed to do, by not setting out how we reduction package, on the basis of 
are going to achieve our goal, I think either what we have done in the past 
we make it harder to achieve it. or what they see contained in it. 

Finally, I think if my colleagues As we look at the process which 
have watched the debate on this began when the majority party re
budget in the House, they have to be fused to allow the process to work at 
alarmed. Because as they listen to the budget summit, and forced the 
Member after Member, who has been President into a negotiation-which 
told by his leadership, that this agree- he, in my estimation, was mistaken to 
ment allows them to do so-and-so, that have entered-we found all of a 
this agreeement has assured them sudden that absent some risk, the par
that there will be a specific outcome, I ties became self-indulgent. 
hear dozens of people all telling a dif- The majority party jumped into the 
f erent story. politics of class, and cited that some-

how or another their purpose was to 
accuse Republicans of favoring the 
rich. And those who claimed they were 
not willing to be parties to that, and 
who said to the world that it is the Re
publicans who are the party of the 
rich, then set about in the original 
agreement digging the socks off of the 
middle class-my State in particular
with the gasoline tax, with taxes that 
increased their role in fuel oil. 

And absent some philosophy, both 
sides lapse into the politics of slogans. 
There have been slogans attached to 
this effort. How else do you explain 
the politics of class when it does not 
exist in your constituency? 

I do not find the people of Wyoming 
overwhelmingly bitter about the rich. 
I do not find the rich overwhelmingly 
bitter about the poor. It is not the sub
ject of which they talk. The subject of 
which they talk is whether or not this 
bloody Congress will get down to do its 
work. It has not, and, in my estima
tion, when all is said and done, it will 
not. 

How else do you explain the tax de
cisions in the original bill that forget 
growth in America, that forget that in
vestment creates jobs? How else do 
you explain a proposal that forgets all 
about tax policy and focuses on spite 
amongst Americans? How else do you 
explain an original bill that came out 
with that small company, that invest
ment procedure which nobody 
thought was anything but another tax 
loophole, when we spent a couple 
years trying to get rid of loopholes? 
How else do you explain an investment 
proposal that, as most economists 
knew to be the case, created money, 
failed to reduce the deficit? 

Mr. President, who believes that this 
will result in a $500 billion reduction? 
The public does not. Look, if you will, 
at the votes in Massachusetts. Look, if 
you will, at the vote in Oklahoma to 
limit terms. Look, if you will, at the 
politics in California. Look, if you will, 
at the politics in Louisiana. 

We in the Congress are viewed with 
scorn. We in the Congress isolate our
selves from the public we serve which 
is now perhaps awakened. But what 
we do is play for the Beltway press be
cause that is what we read; the Wash
ington Post, the New York Times, 
other things have become our home
town newspapers, and that is where 
the slogans are repeated, and that is 
where the editorials are written, and 
that is where the politics of class are 
played. 

That the budget process is a sham 
has been well spoken to by the Sena
tor from Florida and the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

One of the most obscure processes in 
that process is the so-called 302<b> al
location. Mr. President, while every
body in this body has all year said so 
many times he resents the size of the 
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deficit, my goodness, we have to do 
something about it; who amongst us 
will explain why spending is 14 per
cent higher than it was a year ago? 

All during the day last week when 
we were giving the greatest speeches, 
while the original budget proposal was 
going along, what did we do here on 
the Senate floor but vote for a HUD, 
VA and related agencies bill that was 
$19 billion higher than a year back, $2 
billion higher than the budget, and 
nobody looked back, and only eight of 
us voted against that. 

With every bill that we have passed 
this year, every appropriations bill, 
you go down to the desk and ask if it is 
within the budget; they say, yes. How 
can they all be within the budget if we 
are 14 percent higher than the spend
ing we have already approved? 

How do you do it? You do it with 
302(b) allocations. I do not know how 
that process works; nobody else does. 
All I know is the 302(b) allocation is 
an excuse for higher spending and 
gives everybody a chance to say, "I 
voted for something that was within 
the budget." 

We are a Joke, Mr. President. And 
we rightfully are a joke to the Ameri
can public. One of the jokes is the pay 
faise, and it is not about the pay raise. 
It is about a pay raise with posturing. 
What did we do but seek to raise our 
pay with the promise to change the 
ethics, which basically says to the 
American people, "If only you will pay 
me enough, I will, by God, behave this 
time. I have not yet, but if you pay me 
enough, I will learn how." 

That is not the way this body be
haves. This is not a body where people 
operate outside norms of ethics. But it 
is one that just cannot come up to the 
decision that is rightful to make, with
out making some kind of a big excuse. 

How else do you explain election 
reform that is not about election 
reform but about insulating parties? 
The whole question is, Mr. President, 
it is about courage and responsibility, 
and those are the two things which 
are the most difficult for this body to 
rise to. How else do you explain tax 
proposals which return us not to tax 
policy but to favoritism, for revenge? 
How else do you explain the Medicare 
reform that increases revenue but does 
nothing about how it is spent? How 
else do you explain front-loading the 
tax increases and back-loading the 
spending reductions? 

Examine this package, Mr. Presi
dent. Do you believe it will reduce the 
deficit by $500 billion over the period 
of time? 

One of the slogans that we talk 
about-one of them is included in a 
letter which I just signed-talks of 
smoke and mirrors. We talk about it in 
repetitive ad infinitum. 

More likely this budget proposal is 
one of balloons and fans. Why? Be
cause it is a tease. It promises things 

that we all know it will never deliver. 
It has no enforcement provisions. It 
just says that they should be raised. It 
contains $1.9 trillion increase in the 
debt limit over 5 years. Mr. President, 
I will say to the body: You will duck it, 
and you well know it. 

The Senator from Arkansas, in an el
oquent speech on the other side, said 
he did not like this thing; he could 
give us 20 good reasons why we should 
vote against it, but he said he will sup
port it. Guess what, Mr. President? 
Those 20 good reasons will recur one 
by one by one, and there will be more 
than 20. And he will have the chance 
among his 20 good reasons to vote for 
it, and he will seize it, and he will not 
be alone, and it will not be partisan; it 
will be completely bipartisan. He will 
seize them one by one by one as they 
come along, and all the things going 
along in here will fall but for the tax 
increases. 

The package contains no entitlement 
reform by design, and we will not have 
a package in reconciliation that puts 
some entitlement reform in front of us 
by design and by lack of courage. 

Mr. President, if you look at the past 
as a mirror of the future, it is ugly, it 
is repetitive, and it is bipartisan. Ex
amine for a minute, if you will, the 
continuing resolution process. It is ab
solutely typical of how this body has 
found a way to avoid being dinked for 
anything it does. You have seen them 
all. President Reagan even had a CR 
on his State of the Union desk that 
weighed 6 pounds or 8 pounds, or some 
incredible weight. 

And you go home and your constitu
ents say to you: How come you voted 
for all those bad things? And they will 
name one or two that were in a con
tinuing resolution. You say, "Look, my 
friend, I know those bad things were 
in there, but you were for the women 
and children and I had to vote for 
them and I had to swallow the bad 
things.'' 

On the other side of it, somebody 
will say, "Why did you vote against all 
those good things for the women and 
the children, or the veterans, or the 
other things?" And you will say, "I did 
not vote against those good things. I 
know they were in there, but the bad 
things outweighted them." 

Who is to blame on either side when 
you go home? The answer, Mr. Presi
dent, is nobody. Each of us has found 
a way to duck any accountability in 
front of the American people through 
the CR process. 

Mr. President, who in here believes 
that this package will reduce the defi
cit by $500 billion in the stated time? 

I have heard a lot of people talk 
about how the tax cuts came along 
and favored the rich. Who of those 
who are practicing the politics of class 
will talk about the Tax Reform Act of 
1986 that took 6 million Americans off 
the tax rolls? Those 6 million people 

do not pay income taxes. No, no, that 
is not part of it. That does not work in 
the politics of class. These people were 
taken off the tax rolls because we 
raised the threshold upon which you 
entered the tax paying classes of 
America. 

If you are thinking about it, who in 
here will remember TEFRA, TEFRA 
the biggest increase in the history of 
America until we get to this one. And 
it was to be returned with $3 in sav
ings for every dollar in taxes that were 
raised. 

In fact, Mr. President, what hap
pened was that all we got out of 
TEFRA was the biggest tax increase in 
the history of America. We got no sav
ings-and yet everybody is wondering 
why we are in trouble now. Every time 
you do that, Mr. President, you reduce 
the base from which the real resolu
tion of the problem can take place. 
You raise the taxes and raise the defi
cit all at the same time. 

Who in the Senate will remember in 
1985 when we voted for real cuts in en
titlements and in programs, a budget 
which we passed by one vote, including 
the vote of the sitting President of the 
United States when he was Vice Presi
dent. Those were tough votes. And the 
Democratic majority in the House 
killed it dead and killed almost every
body who had voted for it who was up 
in the next election. 

It is interesting that Congress is 
only too willing to deliver the gifts and 
is never willing to deliver the pain. Ask 
me for some day care, ask me for some 
anything, ask me for some new veter-· 
ans benefits, ask me for anything that 
we have done this year and I will give 
it to you. But now is the time when 
you want to deliver the pain and take 
back something: oh, no, I have given 
you the gift. I do not have the stom
ach for the pain. But we are going to 
get the rich and we are going to the 
cash cow called the defense budget, as 
though there is no problem left for 
America to defend itself against in the 
world. 

Mr. President, I would note some
thing very interesting. Those who say 
we have nothing to fear in the world 
are the ones who also say that we have 
everything to fear if Gorbachev is no 
longer the leader of the Soviet Union. 
Why would we have anything to fear 
if Gorbachev is no longer the leader of 
the Soviet Union, if we have nothing 
to fear about what is in the Soviet 
Union? 

The answer, Mr. President, is that 
we do have something to fear, but we 
will not even deliver to the American 
people the pain of telling them that a 
threat still exists. We have a cash cow 
called the defense budget and we can 
milk it and we can pay for things out 
of it. 

So the process that we have seen 
going on in the summit was a political 
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process and the result is a political 
result. And we find now here tonight 
even a more political result which has 
no consequences to us except that it 
will weaken the United States. 

How will it weaken the United 
States? It will weaken it by curtailing 
investment, by eliminating the attrac
tiveness of investment in America, and 
thus we lose jobs. And when we lose 
jobs, we weaken consumption. And 
when we weaken defense, we weaken 
America's resolve. And when we 
weaken our presence in the world, we 
weaken our influence in the world and 
thus we weaken our future, because 
without influence in the world much 
can happen upon which every Ameri
can's job and every American's securi
ty depends. 

We are perfectly willing to weaken 
the United States in the name of poli
tics of class. We are perfectly willing 
to weaken us by telling Americans 
that there is nothing left for them to 
worry about. We are perfectly willing 
to weaken us by saying that we do not 
wish to create an investment climate 
that expands the economy and creates 
jobs. 

So when all of this has taken place, 
Mr. President, what happens? The 
Congress will look for someone to 
blame. And we will blame the Japa
nese or we will blame the Germans or 
we will blame the Saudi Arabians or 
we will blame the Democrats or we 
will blame the Republicans or we will 
blame the President or we will blame 
the education system. But the last 
place on Earth we will look for blame 
is in the Congress of the United 
States. And I am telling you here to
night that is where the blame is col
lectible. 

So alone in America-and I say that 
really, alone in America-we in Con
gress will declare ourselves blameless. 
But the public to which we claim to be 
so close knows different. The public 
has expressed itself in Massachusetts, 
in Oklahoma, in Louisiana, in Califor
nia, and probably in the election 
coming. This is so primarily because 
we have been unwilling to do anything 
but give goodies and shun the honest 
expression of pain that is necessary to 
create the real savings which will 
come through the $500 billion. 

Let us make no mistake about it, 5 
years down the road, we will have been 
in this debate before then or we will 
be in this debate at that time and we 
will not have achieved the savings. 

I call attention once again, Mr. 
President, to the mirror. The mirror 
on the pa.st is the reflection of our 
future. The only thing I would say to 
my colleagues is, do not look in it too 
long and see yourselves. The sight is 
us and the sight is where the blame 
lies and the sight is where the recon
ciliation package is almost certain to 
fail. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- Mr. President, if you turn to page 3 
mainder of my time. of the concurrent resolution, at the 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bottom there is a line that says, "The 
Senator's time has expired. amounts of the deficits are as follows." 

Who yields time? These are the deficits that the con-
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, is the current resolution indicates will be in 

Senator from Florida seeking recogni- existence without considering the 
tion? Social Security surplus. This is with-

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. out the Social Security surplus. The 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield estimate for fiscal year 1991 is that 

such time to the distinguished Senator the deficit will be $143.7 billion. 
from Florida as he may consume. The reality is that the Federal defi-

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, it is cit for 1991, including the amount that 
my intention to vote for the concur- will be spent this year for the Resolu
rent resolution that is before us to- tion Trust Corporation, the corpora
night. Last week I announced that had tion established to complete the bail
the original budget proposal reached out of the savings and loan industry, 
the Senate, I would have voted no. will be approximately $265 billion. 
And I ~mtlined my reasons whicJ:i were, And for 1992, $245 billion. And for 
esse~t1ally, t~at I thought it w~ 1993, $182 billion. All of those figures, 
unfair both. m terms of where ~t · Mr. President, I give with some cau
s<?ug~t to raise re~enue an~ w~ere it tion because they themselve a 
d1str1buted the pam; that it did not . . . s re 
deal effectively with the budget deficit !lred1cated. on very unrea1Ist1c econom-
and it particularly singled out one pro- IC assumptions. . . . 
gram, Medicare, for approximately $1 How many Americans ~elleve that ~n 
out of every $4 of reductions of the 1993 the rate of econom~c growth will 
overall program. be almost 4 percent, given the fact 

I am pleased that many of those that today we are less than 1 percent. 
problems, many of those weaknesses, !fow many Americans believe that. the 
have now been resolved or we are on a mterest rate on short-term borrowmgs 
path toward their resolution. we have will be approxi1?1-a~ely 5 percent, given 
certainly received a clear signal, a the fact that it is today 8 pe~cent? 
clear signal from the American people Those. are some of ~he economic a.s
and from our leadership, that the su~pt1ons upon. which the numbers 
issue of health care for elderly Ameri- which I have Just stated, numbers 
cans will be revisited and that the con- which are approximately $100 billion a 
sequence of that revisit will be to year greater than what is contained in 
reduce the share of the total national the concurrent resolution, would por
burden that that part of the program tray. 
is expected to carry, that that part of So, Mr. President, I will vote for this 
the budget is obligated for, to a more aware of the fact that we are still 
reasonable and more equitably distrib- going to be making very significant ad
uted one. ditions to our national debt. Over the 

We also, Mr. President, have assur- period of this 5-year period, we will be 
ance, as we turn to the Finance Com- growing the national debt by approxi
mittee and the Ways and Means Com- mately $1 trillion, which is to say if we 
mittee and ultimately to the full mem- did nothing tonight, we would add to 
bership of the House of Representa- the national debt over the next 5 
tives and the Senate, that we will be years, $1.5 trillion. By what we are 
able to consider a tax program that doing tonight, we are avoiding $500 
will be more in concert with the state- billion and adding the $1 trillion. That 
ment that the President made in his is not, Mr. President, a happy legacy 
address to the Nation last week, which of this Congress to the future of 
was that everyone will be asked to America. 
carry some of the burden; no one will But, Mr. President, we ask ourselves 
be asked to carry an excessive amount. what is the alternative? What can we 
I believe those are attainable objec- do tonight, other than move forward 
tives. in the manner that has the greatest 

Mr. President, I continue to be con- prospect of giving us some control and 
cerned about the high level of deficits giving to the American people some 
that will be left after we take this sense of confidence in their national 
action. I am also concerned that we leaders' ability to govern? 
may be giving a misimpression to our- We have had some suggestions made 
selves and to the American people in tonight that maybe this can be a prob
the concurrent resolution that we are lem solved without any pain; that we 
about to adopt. can solve this problem strictly on the 

I know from having discussed this spending side by reducing the pro
with the chairman of the Budget Com- grams of the Federal Government. We 
mittee that this is not his intention. have just started to witness what the 
But I want, for the record, to clearly consequences of that approach would 
state what the basis is of the numbers be. If any Senator wants to have that 
that are in this concurrent resolution fully played out I suggest we not act 
and how they relate to what I believe tonight and we begin to see the results 
the facts will be. tomorrow; whether, in the State of the 
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Presiding Officer, it is meat inspectors 
who will not be employed, or whether 
it is public health officers in my State, 
air controllers across the country, · the 
whole array of critical services provid
ed by the Federal Government which 
would not be available. 

In my State, Mr. President, one of 
the most critical demands of the Fed
eral Government is in the area of law 
enforcement. My State is a coastal 
State. Much of our law enforcement 
activity, much of our vulnerability is 
to illegal activity that comes across 
our Nation's borders. If we do not 
have an effective national Govern
ment, whether it be through the Coast 
Guard or Customs, which can protect 
our Nation's borders, and if we do not 
have an effective Federal criminal jus
tice system within our boundaries that 
can then investigate, arrest, prosecute, 
and punish those who violate our laws, 
our people will be in even greater jeop
ardy. All of that system of protection 
of our people is at risk if we go the 
next step toward a full sequester, a 
shutdown or a substantial reduction of 
critical Federal programs. 

Mr. President, because I believe our 
options are so limited, but with a clear 
understanding that the numbers that 
are contained in this concurrent reso
lution do not reflect the actual conse
quences to 'our Nation's economy as a 
consequence of adopting this concur
rent resolution, but aware of the fact 
that to do less than this would be to 
impose even greater burdens on this 
and future generations of Americans, 
it is my intention to vote for this con
current resolution. 

I conclude by extending my con
gratulations to the majority leader, 
the minority leader, and the ranking 
member and chairman of the Budget 
Committee for the outstanding service 
they have rendered to this Chamber 
and to the Nation in bringing us to a 
position that we can act this evening. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Flori
da for his very perceptive remarks to
night. I am doubly grateful for his 
kind comments regarding this Senator. 

Mr. President, if no other Senator 
seeks recognition at this time? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
might ask a question of the chairman 
of the Budget Committee. It is my un
derstanding that the real difference 
between the budget resolution that we 
will be dealing with tonight and the 
budget resolution that we were con
templating a week ago is about a $20 
billion swing. Is that correct? 

Mr. SASSER. We keep the same 
levels of deficit reduction, and that is 
$40 billion, or slightly over $40 billion 
in the first year, $500 billion over the 
5 years. 

Then there is a swing in the jurisdic
tion of the Finance Committee with 
regard to revenues and/ or entitle
ments. 

Mr. DANFORTH. That is my under
standing. I would say, to the chairman 
of the Budget Committee, I am going 
to support this budget. I would have 
supported it last week. 

It is my belief based on representa
tions by our leader, Senator DOLE, 
that we would have had a majority of 
Republican Senators for the budget 
resolution that we were contemplating 
last week. I do not know what the vote 
is going to be tonight. 

I know some Senators have ex
pressed great concern about this $20 
billion that is going to be within the 
jurisdiction of the Ways and Means 
and Finance Committees. 

I spoke with the minority staff direc
tor of the Budget Committee. I am 
told that this $20 billion, which appar
ently for some has upset the apple 
cart, amounts to 4 percent of the total 
deficit reduction package. And fur
ther, that it amounts to 0.003, if I am 
correct, 0.003 which I think is three 
one-hundredths of 1 percent of the 
projected Federal budget over the 
next 5 years, which is what we are 
dealing with. 

I ·make this point for one simple 
reason. I think that one of the prob
lems that we have gotten ourselves 
into in Congress is that we have 535 
Members of Congress, each of whom 
has an absolutely perfect idea of how 
to deal with the budget deficit, and 
any deviation from our individual view 
of perfection is totally unthinkable. 
Therefore, some people say, we would 
have voted for the budget resolution 
that we were contemplating last week, 
but we cannot possibly vote for this 
because it gives the tax-writing com
mittees jurisdiction over $20 billion 
spread over a period of 5 years, about 
$2 billion a year, and the estimated 
total Federal budget over those 5 
years is about $6 trillion. 

So $20 billion total, compared to $6 
trillion of Federal budget, seems to me 
to be, although $20 billion is a large 
figure by any standard, but a very pre
cious view of budgeting. 

It seems to this Senator that after 
some 5 months of deliberation, some 5 
months of negotiating among various 
summiteers, the time has come to get 
on with it, to get on with the business 
of government. If we have reached the 
point where we are going to fuss 
around by about three one-hun
dredths of 1 percent of the total 
budget and that is going to be the 
make or break for some Senators, then 
I would suggest that we have become 
so finicky in our approach to national 
policy and economic policy, in particu
lar, that it is no wonder that we are 
stalemated. 

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. SASSER. Let me reply to my 

friend from Missouri by saying once 
again I think he has put his finger on 

the problem. The Senator from Mis
souri is known as an individual who 
gets to the meat of the coconut, and 
he has here this evening. 

The majority leader stated today in 
the Democratic conference that since 
the budget summit agreement was ini
tially defeated on the floor of the 
House of Representatives, that he and 
I together had been presented with no 
fewer than 34 separate budget propos
als, just by members of the Democrat
ic conference. Every Senator seems to 
have the proper formula for solving 
this fiscal dilemma that we seem to 
have ourselves in. 

I might say this, and then I will 
yield to the distinguished majority 
leader, with regard to the $20 billion 
of fungibility that will be principally 
or exclusively within the jurisdiction 
of Finance and Ways and Means, the 
distinguished members of the Finance 
Committee could choose, if they 
wished, simply to not make all of the 
tax expenditures which were in the 
budget summit agreement, such as 
some of the incentives, so-called busi
ness incentives, some of the so-called 
energy incentives, and so forth, and 
actually save $20 billion just by throw
ing those so-called incentives over
board. I am suggesting that to the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri, but 
one Senator's incentives on occasion 
may become another Senator's budget 
waste. 

I yield to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT-HOUSE JOINT RESOLU
TION 666 
Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous 

consent that when the Senate consid
ers House Joint Resolution 666, that 
the only amendments in order be the 
Byrd-McClure amendments to be con
sidered en bloc; and that no motions to 
commit be in order; that there be a 
time limitation of 10 minutes for 
debate on the joint resolution; and 
that the Byrd-McClure amendments 
be equally divided in the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1991 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues for their coopera
tion in reaching this point. 

Mr. President, having consulted with 
the distinguished Republican leader, I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
Chair lay before the Senate House 
Joint Resolution 666. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution <H.J. Res. 666) making 

further continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1991, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the joint resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2939 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Mr. McCLURE and myself, I send to 
the desk an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 

BYRD], for himself, and Mr. McCLURE, pro
poses an amendment numbered 2939. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In subsection lOl(b). after "the Senate as 

of October 1, 1990," insert "or at a rate for 
operations not exceeding the current rate 
and under the authority and conditions pro
vided in applicable appropriations Acts for 
the fiscal year 1990,". 

In section 103, strike the sum 
"$262,969,000,000" and insert in lieu there
of: "$265,369,000,000". 

In subsection 108<c>, strike "October 20, 
1990," and insert in lieu thereof: "October 
19, 1990,". 

In section 114, strike "October 20, 1990" 
and insert in lieu thereof: "October 19, 
1990". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this 
amendment is really a group of 
amendments, en bloc. They provide 
that the rate of operations for pro
grams and activities of the Federal 
Government shall be continued 
through October 19, 1990, at the lower 
rate contained in House-passed appro
priations bills, Senate-passed appro
priations bills, or the current fiscal 
year 1990 rate, whichever is the lower. 

One of the amendments changes the 
date for extension of the debt limit 
from October 20, 1990, to October 19, 
1990. 

The amendments would also change 
the amount to be available for the pro
grams funded under the Department 
of Defense appropriations bill during 
the period of the continuing resolu
tion from $262,969,000,000 to 
$265,369,000,000. 

These amendments have been 
cleared by the leadership on both sides 
of the aisle. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendments be agreed to en bloc. But 
before I do that, I yield to Mr. 
McCLURE or Mr. HATFIELD for such 
statements as they care to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have participated in the summit in the 
earlier meetings and saw the summit 

move to reduce military spending for 
not only fiscal year 1991 but for the 
next 5 years, and I applauded that 
effort. I must say I do oppose this 
amendment which adds money back to 
the military spending programs which 
I do not think are necessary. 

I want to say we have been in a state 
of paralysis long enough, and even 
though the votes are here to agree to 
these amendments, I urge we agree to 
them. I merely want to say I support 
the chairman of the committee and 
others who are trying to bring us out 
of the stalemate and get the appro
priations process underway. We 
cannot afford this any longer. So that 
is the good part of the amendment. 
But I do oppose the amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I should 
state for the record that the programs 
for defense would be $2.3 billion below 
the summit figure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendments be agreed 
to en bloc and that the motion to re
consider en bloc be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 
The amendment <No. 2939) was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I sup

port this resolution on the problem 
with respect to the continuing resolu
tion for a couple of reasons and I 
think they are very important reasons. 
First of all, it is necessary that we 
move forward, and I think all of us are 
very conscious of that necessity. This 
continuing resolution contains with it 
appropriate figures and real reduc
tions in spending. There is a freeze in 
spending under this. I hope those of 
us who are very much concerned 
about limiting the growth of Federal 
spending during the period of time 
while we are trying to solve the budget 
problem are committed to some real 
savings, and this has some real savings 
in it. They are marginal, admittedly. 
We hope the period is short. But there 
are real savings in it and, therefore, it 
certainly has my support for that 
reason. 

The second thing that I think is very 
important is that it sets up a timetable 
for the consideration of it that is 
about as short as anyone can reason
ably expect to occur. It is not some
thing that leaves the decision to some 
time in the future. It is something 
that forces a decision to be made at 
the earliest possible moment and 
under the tightest possible time sched
ule. 

Both of those objectives, I think, are 
in tune with what the President of the 
United States has said that he wants. 
He wants some discipline in this proc
ess. He wants a budget resolution that 
moves us forward in this process and 

he wants some real restraint on spend
ing while we do those things we have 
yet to do. This continuing resolution 
accomplishes all of those objectives. 

I realize that all people on all sides 
can question how we got here, why we 
are where we are, how we get out of 
this mess, and I think the American 
public is saying to us, solve the prob
lem. 

I think that is the fundamental 
question we are addressing in this con
tinuing resolution. We are going to 
solve the problem as fast as is possible 
for us to do so. I think this is a respon
sible and reasonable action for us to 
take. I applaud those on both sides of 
the aisle who contributed to this 
result. 

It is not where I would like to be. I 
do not suppose anyone on this floor 
really says this is exactly what they 
wanted. But it is a way for us to move 
forward from where we are, not from 
where we would like to be but from 
where we are. I think it is an impor
tant effort in that respect. I certainly 
support it wholeheartedly. I am glad 
to cosponsor the amendment with my 
distinguished friend, the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee, Sena
tor BYRD from West Virginia. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, House 

Joint Resolution 666, as amended, ex
tends the operations of the Federal 
Goverment through October 19, 1990. 
It continues to provide temporary, re
strictive financing for fiscal year 1991, 
which began on October 1, 1990. It 
also continues to provide for the ex
tension of the debt limit ceiling 
through October 19. 

Thus far, the House has passed 10 of 
the 13 annual appropriations bills. 
The Senate Appropriations Committee 
has reported seven of those bills to the 
Senate, all seven of which have been 
passed. 

It is critical that the Senate com
plete action on the continuing resolu
tion tonight. This resolution is not a 
budget buster. It does not in any way 
prejudice the budget agreement. It 
simply allows for the continuation of 
the operations of the Federal Govern
ment through October 19. 

Under the provisions of thiS resolu
tion, it is expected that the essential 
air services program will continue 
without any service reduction and that 
the Office of Commerce Space Trans
portation will continue at the current 
rate in view of its important safety re
sponsibilities associated with licensing 
the commercial space industry. 

Failure to enact this continuing res
olution would cause massive reduc
tions in all Federal agencies tomorrow 
morning. The Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget has issued 
instructions to the heads of executive 
departments and agencies indicating 
that if no continuing resolution is en-
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acted by Tuesday, October 9, which 
begins 1 second aft~r midnight to
night, instructions will be issued initi
ating a phase down of activities at 
Federal agencies to take place during 
the first 3 hours of tomorrow morning. 

If, on the other hand, the continuing 
resolution now before the Senate is 
enacted, Federal agencies will be al
lowed to continue operations at the 
rates provided in the resolution. 

I believe that enactment of the con
tinuing resolution is vastly superior to 
a Government shutdown which would 
occur tomorrow morning if this resolu
tion were not to be enacted. I urge my 
colleagues to support the resolution. 

I thank the distinguished majority 
leader and the distinguished Republi
can leader for their excellent efforts 
in making it possible for this matter to 
be disposed of expeditiously. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

wish once again to restate so that 
there is no misunderstanding in the 
Senate about the level of funding for 
the defense function under this 
amendment. The budget authority for 
fiscal year 1991 for the defense func
tion under the summit agreement was 
$288.3 billion. This amendment pro
vides that in this continuing resolution 
the level of funding, that is, budget 
authority for fiscal year 1991 for the 
defense function, will be $286 billion. 
That is $2.3 billion less than the level 
in the budget summit agreement. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Let me put a little em
phasis on that figure also. What this 
really means, we are talking about 
11/365 or $2.3 billion. In other words, 
Mr. President, this is just for 11 days, 
11/365 or $2.3 billion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SANFORD). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I make 
this statement because the Senate is 
considering the continuing resolution, 
which is managed by the chairman of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
and the ranking member of that com
mittee, and there is an amendment 
which I shall send to the desk. It is a 
sense-of-the-Congress amendment. I 
shall read it. It is as follows: 

It is the sense of Congress that the date 
by which committees should report their 
reconciliation language to their respective 

Budget Committees should be October 12; 
that the Budget Committees should report 
the reconciliation bills no later than the 
close of business October 13; and that it is 
further the sense of the Senate that the 
Senate should begin consideration of the 
reconciliation bill on the first day of session 
following its report by the Budget Commit
tee. 

Mr. President, this amendment is a 
sense-of-the-Senate amendment. It is 
not mandatory and has no binding 
effect whatsoever. It expresses a pious 
hope, and if that hope is not realized, 
nothing can be done about it. It is an 
expression of the intent, intent and 
good faith. 

But as I want to call to the attention 
of the Senate-and I am confident 
that the majority leader will want to 
comment on this part-should the 
Senate take up the reconciliation bill 
no later than the close of business on 
October 13, should the Senate take up 
the reconciliation bill on the first day 
of session following its report by the 
Budget Committee, which is a state
ment of intent, a statement of good 
faith, but were that to happen, then 
this could very well mean that after 
the Senate had acted on the Senate 
reconciliation bill and then proceeded 
to take up the House bill, the time 
under the rule could be doubled. 

In other words, there could be 20 
hours on the Senate reconciliation bill 
and 20 hours on the House reconcilia
tion bill. So I merely state that to say 
that we are not going into this blind
folded. We know exactly what could 
happen, and I am sure that we are not 
going to let that happen. 

So I think we should say that as we 
offer this sense-of-the-Senate pious 
hope resolution, so that we all know 
that we are not walking into that kind 
of situation with our eyes closed. 

Before I send the amendment to the 
desk, I am sure the distinguished ma
jority leader wishes to speak. Or would 
he pref er I send it to the desk? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2940 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia CMr. 
BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 
2940. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. · President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the joint resolution add the 

following: 
It is the sense of Congress that the date 

by which committees should report their 
reconciliation language to their respective 
Budget Committees should be October 12; 
that the Budget Committees should report 

the reconciliation bills no later than the 
close of business October 13; that it is the 
sense of the Senate that the Senate should 
begin consideration of the reconciliation bill 
on the first day of session following its 
report by the Budget Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2940) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 
might comment. We are all acting in 
good faith in an attempt to make a se
rious effort to deal with this very im
portant national problem, in the most 
expeditious and thorough manner pos
sible. The amendment offered by the 
Senators from West Virginia and 
Idaho expresses an intention that we 
do that, and that is our intention. We 
are going to do the very best we can to 
proceed as promptly as we can. 

I have indicated to the Senator from 
Idaho that after the Budget Commit
tee reports, we will then make an as
sessment depending upon the situa
tion here and in the House as to the 
best way to get this done as promptly 
as possible, so as not to add time or to 
cause us to duplicate out efforts, 
which could occur even if we did or did 
not wait for the House bill. 

Therefore, we are going to proceed, I 
want to assure all Senators, in good 
faith to move forward as promptly as 
possible in an effort to meet these 
very tight deadlines, and I will con
tinuously, as I have throughout this 
process, review the matter with the 
distinguished Republican leader and 
with certainly the ranking member on 
the Budget Committee, as well as our 
colleagues and the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Maine for the 
statement that he just made. I think 
all of us have to understand that there 
is an element of good faith in this. I 
think everyone on both sides of the 
aisle is trying to make it work in just 
exactly that way, as indeed the Presi
dent of the United States and his ad
ministration are trying to make it 
work in that way. 

As I understand where we are now, 
with this action, the authorizing com
mittees, the committees of jurisdic
tion, will have through the 12th to 
make their recommendations on rec
onciliation; and that, if as a matter of 
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fact they do so, then the Budget Com
mittee meets immediately following 
their recommendations and puts the 
package together in reconciliation and 
reports to the Senate. If the commit
tees fail to meet their instructions, 
either by that date or in substance, 
then the Budget Committee, under ex
isting law, is empowered to suggest the 
manner in which their jurisdictional 
subject matter should have been met. 
I mention that because I think it is a 
little bit more than just a precatory 
desire. It has a little bit of substance 
in empowing the Budget Committee to 
take action. That is the way I under
stand it, that by the end of the 13th, 
we will know what the shape of the 
-proposed reconciliation is with respect 
to the several areas that are encom
passed in the instructions in the Rec
onciliation Act. 

I also understand-and certainly it is 
very true-that we cannot control 
what happens in the House of Repre
sentatives. The other body will follow 
their own process, and we are not 
trying to dictate to them. We have to 
await a Reconciliation Act from the 
House of Representatives before we 
can complete our action here. I agree 
with the distinguished majority leader 
that, indeed, we do not want to waste 
time over here going through a proc
ess twice. We do not want to extend 
that time beyond any reasonable 
bounds. 

But I think we can at least put our
selves in a position to respond quickly 
when the other body has acted and 
submits that legislation to us. We can 
put ourselves in a position to react to 
that as quickly as is practicable and 
the Democratic leader and I and no 
one else can know exactly what it is 
they will give us nor exactly how we 
will have to react to it. 

So I understand, and I want to be 
very clearly understood at this point 
that I understand what the distin
guished Democratic leader is saying to 
us this evening; that there has to be 
some latitude for the leadership to re
spond to the situation as presented to 
us by the House of Representatives 
when they send that reconciliation act 
to us. Certainly, I accept it in exactly 
that manner for myself and I hope for 
some others on this side of the aisle. 
Our action tonight is an action of good 
faith, accepting good faith on the 
other side. Indeed we are going to try 
to expedite this matter as quickly as 
we can, because after we act it has to 
then go to the floor of the Senate, 
from there to a conference with the 
other body, in every likelihood, and 
come back in a conference report. 

The concern I have, and many 
others have, whether we like where we 
are or not, we are up against an ad
journment date. We want to give our
selves as much time as it is possible to 
give ourselves, to deal with the ques
t ion as free of pressure as we can, and 
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that means as early as possible so that 
we are not right up against an ad
journment date; we are not faced with 
a take it or leave it that forces people 
to vote for it when they do not want 
to, or that automatically means we are 
back in a Lame Duck session after the 
election which I think all of us want to 
avoid. 

So I accept the statement made by 
the distinguished Democratic leader 
and for myself I will welcome the op
portunity to work with him and others 
in trying to make this process work 
the way it is outlined there this 
evening. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague and I merely wish 
to state that lest there be any misun
derstanding it is not the intention of 
the amendment most recently adopted 
to create any authority or power in 
the Budget Committee beyond that 
which exists in the existing Budget 
Act. We are not attempting to give 
them any new authority or power 
here. This merely establishes what we 
hope will be a timeframe within which 
action will occur. 

Mr. President, I thank my col
leagues. I hope that if the time for 
debate has expired we could proceed 
to dispose of this measure, and then I 
am going to seek consent to dispose of 
the budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time for debate has expired. 

The question is on the engrossment 
of the amendments and third reading 
of the joint resolution. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the joint resolution to 
be read a third time. 

The joint resolution was read a third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution, having been read the 
third time, the question is, Shall it 
pass? 

So the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 
666), as amended, was passed. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a vote on 
the adoption of the conference report 
on House Concurrent Resolution 310, 
the budget resolution, occur at 11:30 
p.m. this evening with . the time be
tween now and then to be divided and 
controlled by Senators SASSER and Do-

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, could we 
extend the vote if we vote at 11:30 and 
the 15 minutes are up? We may have 
one late arrival. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly I think 
we have done that in every instance 
that occurred this year. It would be 
my intention to do that. 

Mr. DOLE. If it becomes too late, 
say, 1 o'clock or--

Mr. MITCHELL. I do not think I un
derstood "extend" in the same context 
as the Senator suggested. We have ex
tended it, I think, as much as 20 min
utes. 

Mr. DOLE. A reasonable time. I say 
that would not be a reasonable time. I 
will work it out. 

Mr. MITCHELL. We will work it out. 
I renew my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a vote on 
the adoption of the conference report 
on House Concurrent Resolution 310, 
the budget resolution, occur at 11:45 
p.m. this evening with the time be
tween now and then divided and con
trolled between Senators SASSER and 
DOMENIC!. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, at this 

time I would yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Hawaii. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii is recognized. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Chair vi
tiate the request for time for the Sen
ator from Hawaii. 

MEN I CI. 
The PRESIDING 

there objection? 
OFFICER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
Is out objection, it is so ordered. 

The minority leader. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from Georgia has indi
cated that he wishes to address the 
Senate and I yield to him 5 minutes at 
this juncture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Tennessee and I 
thank all of those on both sides of the 
aisle who struggled long and hard to 
be able to pass this continuing resolu
tion which has just passed, which will 
take a few days and at least alleviate 
the immediate hardship that was 
going to be so tough on so many 
people. I am certainly hopeful the 
President will sign this this evening. 

I also commend the Senator from 
Tennessee, the Senator from New 
Mexico, the Senator from West Virgin
ia, the Senator from Oregon [Mr. HAT
FIELD], and others who worked so hard 
on the budget resolution. We all know 
we are trying to save $500 billion over 
5 years and everybody is trying to look 
for a way to do it where nobody gets 
hurt and nobody gets mad. By defini
tion that is impossible. You do not 
save $500 billion without hurting 
someone and without costing someone 
some money or programs. It is impossi
ble by definition. 

The one thing I regret so far in this 
whole budget deliberation is some
thing that no one has yet done. Presi
dent Reagan never did it, President 
Bush has not done it, nor has the con
gressional leadership been able to gain 
the attention of the public in terms of 
addressing the issue of the overall def
icit. The Senator from Florida talked 
about it tonight, but the American 
people need to be told or we are going 
to have another period of disillusion
ment in 6 months or a year. They need 
to be told this is only addressing a por
tion of the deficit, that the deficit is 
going to be probably between $1 tril
lion and $1.5 trillion over the next 5 
years, and we are talking about cut
ting $500 billion. 

Also I think the public needs to be 
told. I know the Senator from Tennes
see has said this many times, that 
even those deficits are based on sce
narios which are very, very optimistic. 

Just one point that I think needs to 
be made and that is that the Bush ad
ministration's economic assumptions 
on which this whole deficit projection 
is based shows that we are going to go 
from a gross national product growth 
rate of 1.3 percent in 1991 to 3.8 per
cent in 1992. Well, now that is optimis
tic. I hope it will occur. And maybe it 

is possible it will occur. But at the 
same time they have the Treasury bill 
interest rate, 91-day T-bills, going 
down from 7 .2 percent in this year 
with a slow economic growth to 5.7 
percent in 1992, when we are going to 
be experiencing much stronger eco
nomic growth and much higher bor
rowing. 

I do not know many people who be
lieve that. So I am afraid when you 
look at these assumptions that we are 
going to have another whole period of 
disillusionment and the credibility of 
the Government itself, both political 
parties, the White House in particular, 
and the Congress also is going to be 
further eroded into the future. 

That is not to say this package is not 
going to do some good. It is. But the 
problem is when you project deficits at 
this level, and it is really going to be at 
this level, and you end up cutting it 
down somewhat, it is still going to be 
higher than we are projecting now be
cause the economic assumptions are 
simply not likely to hold. 

I think that those paying attention 
to this debate in America might .also 
want to know that the Bush adminis
tration's projection on 91-day Treas
ury bills in 1993, that is the interest 
rate the Government would pay, is 4.9 
percent; 1994, 4.4 percent; 1995, 4.2 
percent. The budget committees are 
not buying all these numbers, but for 
these deficits to come anywhere near 
the projections that is what the inter
est rates have to be. 

I just do not know of anyone who is 
projecting that kind of interest rate 
decrease. I am hoping that will come 
about but I think it would be a near 
mfracle if it does. Of course that 
makes an enormous difference in the 
deficit because we pay interest on the 
debt. 

Mr. President, in the remaining 1 
minute or 2 I have, I would like to ad
dress the defense numbers just very 
briefly. I have had a number of my 
colleagues, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR] and others who have ex
pressed an interest in these numbers. 

Suffice it to say that defense num
bers are coming down somewhat from 
the summit levels. The reason for that 
is that the Senate-passed bill was 
lower by a small amount than the 
speeches I made back in the spring 
that laid out 5 years' budget projec
tions with policy assumptions after 
analyzing the threat assessment and 
the strategy. The CBO scored our de
fense bill slightly below the numbers 
that I had anticipated, and we have 
seen because of the decrease of $2.2 
billion in budget authority, not in out
lays but in budget authority, over 3 
years. 

There are a number of people who 
are saying the defense numbers are 
too high. I can understand that frus
tration, but I believe that people have 
not focused really on what is happen-

ing in defense. We are making the 
most profound, sweeping changes in 
defense this year in a downward direc
tion that we have made in at least the 
last 25 or 30 years. 

The numbers that are in this resolu
tion are the numbers that passed the 
Senate in the Senate authorization bill 
by a vote of 79 to 16. That has not 
been but about a month and a half 
ago. Some of those 16 may be part of 
those who are frustrated, but 79 Sena
tors endorsed the numbers that are in 
this resolution we are considering. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator has expired. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield 

the Senator from Georgia an addition
al 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Tennessee. 

Let me just make two or three other 
points. Defense spending cuts in this 
budget resolution over the next 5 
years represent 36 percent of all the 
deficit reduction in this package. Add 
in the interest on debt saved by reason 
of the reduction and it comes to 40 
percent. Forty percent of the $500 bil
lion is coming out of defense. 

I think it also should be said that as 
a share of the gross national product 
the defense spending is going to drop 
from 5.5 percent of the GNP in 1990 to 
4 percent in 1995. And I will not go 
into the details on those numbers but 
in 1991 we will be cutting $25 billion 
out of budget authority; 1992, $35 bil
lion out of budget authority; 1993, $47 
billion out of budget authority; 1994, 
$60 billion out of budget authority; 
and 1995, $70 billion. 

Mr. President, those are large num
bers. It is going to be very difficult to 
meet those numbers. 

I have also been asked by a number 
of people why do we not reduce forces 
in Europe. We are reducing forces in 
Europe. We are going to have to 
reduce forces in Japan, Korea, and the 
Philippines also to be able to meet 
these numbers. We did not do it all in 
this bill that passed this year. We only 
took 50,000 out of Europe. But we 
have taken approximately 500,000 
people out of the force structure in 
the Defense authorization bill that 
passed. Those numbers will come down 
over 5 years-500,000 people over 5 
years. That is going into law if our bill 
prevails on that point in conference. 

In order to accomplish that-and 
that is where you save the money; you 
do not save money by bringing troops 
home from Europe directly unless you 
take them out of the force structure, 
and that is what we are going to be 
doing to save money-in order to meet 
that level, I have anticipated-now the 
commitee has not endorsed this, this is 
my assumption to get the numbers 
and the projections-I have assumed 
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we are going to take about 50,000 out 
of Europe on an annual average, 
maybe more in some years, others less, 
50,000 per year for the next 5 years. 
That is about 250,000 out of Europe. 

The administration is not agreeing 
with that. The Secretary of Defense 
does not agree with that. The Joint 
Chiefs do not agree with that. But 
that is what I think we are going to 
have to do over the next few years, as
suming the threat continues to dimin
ish, and we have to relate our defense 
needs in Europe and elsewhere to the 
threat. 

Mr. President, I thank my col
leagues. I thank my colleague · from 
Tennessee. I yield the floor. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maryland has requested 
time. I yield 5 minutes to the distin
guished Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. I yield to the Sena
tor from Georgia. 

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. President, the budget summit 
was a long and difficult process, and 
made so not because of a lack of good 
will or commitment but because of the 
magnitude of the problems and the 
sharp differences among the partici
pants as to how those differences 
could or should be addressed. Indeed, 
these same divisions were evident last 
Thursday when majorities of both Re
publicans and Democrats in the House 
rejected their President and the bipar
tisan congressional leadership in 
voting down the first budget resolu
tion which sought to implement the 
budget summit agreement. 

When we started the budget summit 
in May, the difficulties were daunting 
enough: a deficit which the President 
had reestimated at $200 billion, rather 
than the $93 billion he submitted in 
his January budget; ballooning costs 
associated with the bailout of savings 
and loan companies; and a looming 
across-the-board sequester, which 
would cut over $100 billion in Govern
ment programs, devastating every
thing from crime and drug enforce
ment, to education, to air traffic con
trol, to environmental protection, to 
national defense. 

But these obstacles were only magni
fied by events of late summer: the 
Iraqi aggression in the Persian Gulf, 
and the increasing signs of a weaken
ing economy, both of which multiplied 
the deficit problem while narrowing 
the available options for solving that 
problem. 

I have tried to support the President 
of the United States in this deficit re
duction effort, by participating in the 
budget summit, in negotiating in good 
faith, and even in supporting a summit 
agreement which all participants in 
the summit know was very far from 
my liking. 

Yet in spite of the policy differences 
I had with the President and his rep-

resentatives, the only real criticism I 
have of the President's role in all of 
this is the one I made at the outset of 
the process: I do not believe that he 
has used the bully pulpit of the Presi
dency to prepare the public or their 
Representatives in the Congress for 
the sacrifices that would be a neces
sary part of any significant deficit re
duction package. Whether you listen 
to the reaction in the country or to 
the debate in the House the other 
night I think you will have to agree 
that this is so. 

The bipartisan agreement which 
emerged from the summit was not a 
"good news" document. It was not 
painless. It was not something that I, 
or any other participant, found it easy 
to support. Indeed, I venture to say 
that there is not a single member of 
the negotiating team who was com
pletely happy with that package. 

In response to last week's House 
def eat of the budget resolution, some 
changes have been made which make 
more explicit the role of House and 
Senate committees ill shaping the 
final details of the deficit reduction 
package. More flexibility is provided 
to correct some of the inequities that 
many perceived in the original budget 
resolution conference report. 

Yet, I do not want to mislead any 
Member of this Senate into believing 
that his new conference report will ul
timately lead to easier choices. It may 
be less difficult to vote for this less 
specific deficit reduction plan tonight, 
but you will still be faced with the spe
cifics when the reconciliation bill 
comes out of our committees. Even if 
the worst fears of my friend, the dis
tinguished junior Senator from Texas, 
are realized and we use the lack of 
specificity to shortchange real deficit 
reduction, we will still pay the price 
down the road, when we have to face 
this deficit problem again and again. 

Nonetheless, I believe that approval 
and implementation of the deficit re
duction provided for in the budget 
conference report now before us is 
vital to our long-term national securi
ty. The budget package is about sacri
fice: There are no easy ways to resolve 
the problems I have already alluded 
to. 

It is about commitment: Now, with 
our servicemen and women on the 
front line in the Persian Gulf, is a 
time when we must demonstrate na
tional unity and national resolve. 

It is about our Nation's future: 
Without a solution to our budget, 
trade, and investment deficits, we will 
continue mortgaging our children's fu
tures. 

And, yes, it is also about political 
courage: Many of the things this 
agreement proposes to do are consid
ered, suicidal politically, and all of us 
who have signed on to the cause can 
look forward to Monday morning 

quarterbacking, negative TV ads, and 
special interest attacks. 

This is a major effort, being the 
largest deficit reduction package in 
American history, by far, even if one 
takes the most pessimistic view of how 
the committees will implement its pro
vision. But, given the magnitude of 
the problem, no other course was pos
sible. 

I would like to say a word about the 
comments that some are making about 
the unwillingness of our senior citizens 
to participate in this national sacrifice. 
I say that those who make such com
ments do not know older Americans 
very well. Our elders know about sacri
fice. They weathered the Great De
pression, and fought and won the 
Second World War. They love their 
country, and they want to make a con
tribution in this time of national need. 
What they don't want is to be singled 
out. unfairly, while others escape from 
any sacriface. 1 have no doubt in my 
own mind that when the need for this 
deficit reduction package is made clear 
to them, and when the alternatives are 
made plain, older Americans will be in 
the forefront urging us all to do what 
is right for our country. 

Let me be clear on one point. There 
will be some difficult economic times 
ahead, whether or not this deficit re
duction package is approved. But 
while, as I have said, no one could pos
sibly endorse every item of this pack
age with great enthusiasm, you must 
consider the alternatives if the agree
ment is not ratified. 

First, the Federal Reserve Board will 
conclude that there is insufficient po
litical will to correct our fiscal policy 
problems, and will therefore, under
standably, fail to reduce interest rates. 
Second, the Gramm-Rudman across
the-board sequester will be triggered, 
producing not only the undesirable 
policy outcomes I mentioned before, 
but also taking more than twice the 
amount of money out of the economy 
as envisioned in the summit agree
ment. Both of these factors will 
worsen, rather than improve, our eco
nomic situation. 

Some ask, why act now to take such 
massive amounts of dollars out of the 
economy even as we are on the brink 
of a recession? Up to a point, I would 
agree. Under any economic theory I 
am familiar with, now indeed is not · 
the best time to be embarking on a 
major deficit reduction effort; 1985 
would have been a better time; or 
1987, when the first budget summit 
was held between President Reagan 
and the Congress, or even last year's 
summit. At all of those times, the 
economy was in better shape than it is 
today. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
President and the Congress did not 
undertake serious deficit reduction in 
those years, when the economy was 
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stronger and the job would have been 
somewhat easier. But, if we fail to act 
now, how much longer will the coun
try have to wait; how much more will 
our budget, trade, and investment defi
cits have to grow; how much larger a 
share will have to go simply to pay in
terest on the national debt, before 
action is taken? 

My answer is we cannot afford to 
wait. If we do nothing now, projec
tions are that the Federal deficit will 
grow to over $300 billion over the next 
5 years, not even including the effects 
of an economic downturn. If left unat
tended, this deficit problem is going to 
grow and grow, and it will be much 
more difficult, not easier, to solve it in 
the future. 

Clearly, the budget summit agree
ment is open to attack on many fronts. 
It represents neither what the Demo
crats nor the President and the Re
publicans would have produced if they 
were able to enact a plan on their own. 

A quick review of the initial offers 
which we presented to each other at 
Andrews Air Force Base should suffice 
as an indicator of what each side 
would like to have done. 

Compared to the final agreement, 
the Republican package had larger 
cuts in entitlements, including Medi
care and agriculture, and in domestic 
discretionary spending, and lower cuts 
in defense. The Democratic offer was 
just the reverse. On taxes, they of
fered tax breaks for the wealthiest; we 
offered higher taxes on those who 
make over $125,000 a year. 

These are all legitimate and impor
tant differences which separate our 
two parties, and they are the very sub
jects which elections should be fought 
over, not the personal vilification or 
television attack ads which now domi
nate what passes for campaign debate. 

But the budget summit agreement 
and this budget conference report 
which would start implementing it, is 
about governing, not campaigning, and 
all but one of the summit members un
derstood that. 

There were many policies which I 
fought hard for at Andrews but which 
didn't make it in the final agreement. 
Contrary to Wall Street Journal edito
rials, I supported inclusion of a capital 
gains provision as far superior to the 
so-called business incentives included 
in the final agreement, but I also felt 
very strongly that this had to be ac
companied by higher tax rates for 
those earnings $125,000 or more, as in 
the original Democratic offer. 

In closing I would like to cite the 
words of Benjamin Franklin, which 
were read for him by James Wilson on 
the final day of the Constitutional 
Convention, September 17, 1787, to 
conclude debate on that difficult, con
tentious compromise, the United 
States Constitution. Incidentally, the 
distinguished majority leader gave a 

Reader's Digest version of this state
ment on national TV the other night: 

I confess that there are several parts of 
this Constitution which I do not at present 
approve, but I am not sure I shall never ap
prove them; for, having lived long, I have 
experienced many instances of being obliged 
by better information or fuller consider
ation to change opinions, even on important 
subjects, which I once thought right but 
found to be otherwise. It is therefore that 
the older I grow the more apt I am to doubt 
my own judgment and to pay attention to 
the judgment of others.• • • 

In these sentiments, sir, I agree to this 
Constitution with all its faults, if they are 
such • • • I doubt too whether any other 
convention we can obtain may be able to 
make a better Constitution. For when you 
assemble a number of men to have the ad
vantage of their joint wisdom, you inevita
bly assemble with those men all their preju
dices, their passions, their errors of opinion, 
their local interests, and their selfish views. 
From such an assembly can a perfect pro
duction be expected? • • • 

Thus I consent, sir, to this Constitution 
because I expect no better, and because I 
am not sure that it is not the best. The 
opinions I have had of its errors I sacrifice 
to the public good. I have never whispered a 
word of them abroad. Within these walls 
they were born, and here they shall die. • • • 

On the whole, sir, I cannot help express
ing a wish that every member of the Con
vention who may still have objections to it 
would, with me, on this occasion doubt a 
little of his infallibility, and, to make mani
fest our unanimity, put his name to this in
strument. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my opposition to the Demo
cratic budget resolution now before us. 
I was prepared to vote against the 
original budget summit agreement for 
a number of reasons. And the day 
after the House defeated that budget 
package, I was hopeful that we could 
go back to the table and come up with 
a better plan. 

Unfortunately, that did not happen. 
Instead we are presented with a 
budget resolution which is 10 times 
worse than the original one. It is worse 
because we do not even know what the 
agreement is. There is at least $150 bil
lion in increased taxes in this package. 
It does not take a rocket scientist to 
figure out that this is a tax package, 
not a deficit reduction package. The 
$150 billion in increased taxes may 
come from gasoline, beer, wine, ciga
rettes, income or sales taxes. But one 
thing is for sure-the average Ameri
can is going to fork over at least an ad
ditional $140 per year to Uncle Sam. 

In addition to the outright tax in
creases included in this package, there 
are additional unspecified fees. The 
Commerce Committee, of which I am 
a member, is directed to come up with 
$1.3 billion in unspecified mandatory 
spending cuts or unspecified fees. I 
can tell you right now that the Com
merce Committee's recommendation 
will be 100-percent fees. There will be 
no spending cuts. I know this because 
last year when we went through this 
exercise the members of the commit-

tee were presented with various rec
ommendations which would achieve 
the required savings. Every provision 
was a fee. And when Senator LOTT and 
I spoke up and asked "where are the 
cuts?" we were told that it was not 
counted as savings to cut programs 
under our committee's jurisdiction
that we had to raise fees to meet our 
reconciliation instructions. 

Ten committees in the Senate are in
structed to come up with similar pack
ages-all of which could be 100-per
cent fees. Now inside the beltway 
people may call paying a fee to have 
your small business inspected for com
pliance with EPA regulations a spend
ing cut. But I think that most people
especially people paying those fees
will think of them as taxes. This 
means that over 50 percent of this 
package could fall on the shoulders of 
the working people and small business 
owners in this country. 

This is an approach I cannot and 
will not support. 

In my opinion, we are approaching 
the question of serious deficit reduc
tion from the wrong side of the equa
tion. Revenues are not the problem
runaway Federal spending is. 

This package does not ensure that 
one dime will be cut from the Federal 
budget. There is no effective enforce
ment mechanism in this package. It is 
business as usual for the U.S. Con
gress. We say we are going to cut 
spending and raise a few revenues to 
reduce the deficit. We promptly in
crease taxes and fill our coffers and 
the spending cuts never come to pass. 

I have introduced a plan a couple of 
weeks ago called the 4-percent solu
tion. The 4-percent solution brings the 
deficit under control by limiting 
growth in Federal spending to 4 per
cent over the previous year. It also re
forms the budget process and 
strengthens Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
to ensure that these savings are actu
ally achieved. The package before us 
claims to cut spending, but includes no 
enforcement provisions to ensure us 
that those savings will actually accrue. 

I have heard many supporters of the 
budget summit agreement and of this 
proposal say that those of us who 
oppose their package are just refusing 
to make the hard choices necessary to 
attack the deficit problem. I submit to 
you, Mr. President, that enactment of 
the 4-percent solution would force the 
hard decisions needed to get rid of our 
Federal budget deficit. Raising taxes is 
the easy way out-it is much more dif
ficult to control Federal spending. 

I reject this budget resolution for 
that reason. I doubt that any reconcili
ation package put together on the 
guidelines in this package will be ac
ceptable to this Senator. It is for that 
reason that I must vote against this 
package in the hopes that it will be de
feated and we can turn the focus away 
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from tax increases and back to con
trolling Federal spending and reform
ing the budget process. 

THE TRUTH-IN-BUDGETING FREEZE 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this 
past week is just about the worst Gov
ernment I have ever seen in Washing
ton, which is saying a lot. Secret sum
mits, pollster politicians, deceitful 
claims, dangerous policy, abdicated re
sponsibility-you name it, we have wit
nessed it in recent weeks. 

Of course, this latest summit deal 
was doomed from the start. These 
summits are not the cure, they are the 
cancer. Each year the poor patient, 
the Federal budget, just gets worse 
and worse off. Last week, the House of 
Representatives rejected the summit 
package as if it were a diseased organ, 
which it was. They did the right thing, 
even if they did so for the wrong rea
sons. Now we have a chance to do 
better. 

Mr. President, let us look back at 
that rejected summit package for a 
minute. After all, most of its basic ele
ments have been preserved intact in 
this latest reincarnation that is before 
us today in the conference report. The 
summiteers claimed that their $500 
billion in deficit reduction between 
1991 and 1995 would balance the 
budget. But, in truth, they agreed to 
solve the problem by ignoring half of 
it. The General Accounting Office 
concluded only last month that it will 
take closer to $1 trillion in deficit re
duction between 1991 and 1995 to bal
ance the budget. On top of that, the 
summiteers included impossibly inflat
ed economic assumptions, for instance, 
projecting 1992 economic growth at 3.8 
percent and interest rates at 5. 7 per
cent. At very best, the agreement's 
$500 billion objective is like throwing a 
50-foot lifeline to a drowning man 100 
feet off shore. 

This agreement calls for only $16 bil
lion in new taxes in 1991, but calls for 
$5 billion in new tax cuts next year
all of them targeted for the well off. 
As Lester Thurow wrote this past 
weekend: 

It is remarkable that the initial deal • • • 
would aggravate the very features of the 
current tax system that seemed most gener
ally objectionable to tax experts and the 
public: Its small business growth incentives 
would offer new tax dodges to the wealthy. 

So as far as the President's core con
stituency of high-income GOP voters 
is concerned, Mr. Bush has fulfilled 
his campaign pledge not to raise their 
taxes. 

I am confounded by the press's will
ingness to take President Bush at his 
word when he claimed that the 
summit agreement "does not mess 
with Social Security." The truth is 
that the summit agreement robs 
Social Security blind, as does this 
latest revision of the summit agree
ment. Both packages expressly pro
vides that a total of $169 billion will be 

borrowed from the Social Security 
trust fund between 1991 and 1995 in 
order to reduce the Gramm-Rudman
Hollings deficit. So, concerning the 
Social Security trust fund, this agree
ment ensures that there will be no 
trust and no fund. 

Likewise, neatly tucked away in both 
the original agreement and in this re
vised version is a provision for putting 
all new expenditures for the S&L bail
out off budget. At the same time, the 
statutory debt limit is extended for 5 
years and left open-ended. The game 
here is to grant congressional authori
zation for a blank check to fund 
spending by the Resolution Trust Cor
poration. Of course, this comes at a 
time when FDIC Chairman Bill Sied
man says he will need at least another 
$100 billion to keep the bailout rolling 
just in fiscal year 1991. This budget 
trick solves Congress' and the adminis
tration's No. 1 political problem by 
keeping the S&L mess out of sight and 
out of mind. 

Aside from the deceit, both the origi
nal and revised packages 'included are 
downright dangerous in terms of 
policy. Both packages officially kill 
any idea of a peace dividend. Gone are 
predictions of defense budgets being 
pushed down toward $250 billion over 
the next several years. Instead, the 
budget deal expressly locks in Penta
gon budgets at no lower than $292 bil
lion annually for the next 3 years. 
What is more, the cost of Desert 
Shield-whether it end up at $5 or $50 
billion-does not count against the 
$292-plus billion spending limit. In
stead of a peace dividend, the agree
ment awards the Pentagon a war divi
dend by exempting it from significant 
cuts and giving it carte blanche in the 
Persian Gulf. 

Mr. President, this budget agree
ment is especially shameful in that it 
fails to address our changing national 
priorities. During the last year, our 
Nation has moved from the cold war 
to the trade war. We have a crying 
need for new investment in education 
and infrastructure in order to get our 
country moving and competitive. This 
budget deal offers a martial plan, not 
the domestic Marshall plan we desper
ately require. 

I can tell you that the extremely 
low-spending ceilings for domestic dis
cretionary spending are not adequate 
to fund even current program obliga
tions. Beyond that, the agreement as
sumes zero new initiatives by the self
styled education president, environ
ment president, child care president, 
and his like-minded colleagues in Con
gress. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution 
presents us with a formula for a grid
locked Congress and a do-nothing 
Government for the next 5 years, 
during which time the budget agree
ment calls for at least $1.2 trillion in 
additional deficit spending. The deal 

provides three-way veto authority to a 
willful minority in Congress. Take 
your pick from the Sununu veto, the 
Dole veto, and the Darman veto. The 
Sununu White House can exercise the 
traditional constitutional veto requir
ing 67 votes for override. The distin
guished Republican leader, Senator 
DOLE, has his own veto power under 
the provision requiring a 60-vote point 
of order for any bill exceeding the 
spending caps. And Dick Darman has 
yet a third veto option by virtue of 
OMB's authority under the terms of 
this package to rule unilaterally on 
whether a given bill violates the 
spending caps. 

As I said, Mr. President, this is a 
sure-fire formula for a deadlocked leg
islature and a do-nothing Government. 
That may be just fine in the eyes of a 
President without an agenda. But 
America deserves an agenda, and a 
leadership willing to pay for it. 

My own druthers, Mr. President, are 
for a package that incorporates an 
across-the-board spending freeze in 
conjunction with a cut in the capital
gains tax rate to 15 percent and an in
crease in the top income tax rate to 32 
percent-a tradeoff that was endorsed 
this weekend by Vice President 
QUAYLE. I would also include entitle
ment savings of $6 billion as proposed 
by the President in his January 
budget submission-savings that do 
not gut Medicare in any way, shape, or 
form. This truth-in-budgeting freeze 
would save fully $50 billion in the first 
year, and in excess of $500 billion over 
5 years. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table illustrating the key 
elements of my budget plan be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
Truth-in budgeting freeze-Fiscal year 1991 

[Figures in billions] 

Discretionary savings: 
Defense freeze <excludes Desert 

Shield)............................................... $12 
Non-Defense freeze............................ 14 

Entitlements 1 ........................................ 6 
Revenues.. ............................................... 16 
Interest.................................................... 2 

Total deficit reduction................... 50 

Revenues: 
Eliminate tax bubble......................... 4.2 
Capital gains ....................................... 5.0 
Suminit taxes 2 .................................... 6.8 
1 Entitlement savings include a freeze on doctor 

and hospital Medicare fees, elimination of lump 
sum, and assorted other summit agreement savings. 
No cuts in COLAs. Limits summit agriculture cuts 
to $1 billion. 

2 This excludes all trust fund revenues. It In
cludes tobacco <$600 million), alcoholic beverages 
($1.5 billion>, luxury tax ($200 million), corporate 
underpayment interest limitation ($1.4 billion>. 
itemized deductions ($500 million), payroll tax de
posit <$1 billion>. enhanced IRS enforcement <$700 
million) and other summit savings. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
have shared this plan with many of 
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our Senate colleagues. Some two dozen 
Senators have said they could support 
such a truth-in-budgeting freeze. 

Mr. President, there is a great deal 
of justified anger in the country over 
this budget debacle, primarily incited 
by the obvious inequity and deceit of 
the original plan. In contrast, Ameri
cans will accept an honest plan on the 
part of Government to deal with this 
fiscal crisis, as long .as everyone shares 
the burden. My freeze ensures honesty 
and fairness. 

The plan .is simple-freeze all spend
ing at last year's levels. On the spend
ing side, this would mean .a $12 billion 
savings in defense spending, excluding 
Desert Shield, a $14 billiGn savings in 
domestic discretionary spending, and 
entitlement savings which .include a 
freeze on doctor and hospital Medicare 
fees, elimination of lump sum, and as
sorted savings already outlined in the 
budget summit. There would be no 
cost-of-living cuts. Agriculture subsidy 
cuts would be limited to $1 billion. 
Total entitlement savings, $6 billion. 

On the revenue .side, I propose we 
accept a cut in the capital gains rate in 
exchange for the elimination of the 
tax bubble. I would also accept the tax 
increases approved by the summit, in
cluding tobacco, alcohol, and luxury 
taxes, corporate underpayment inter
est limitation, itemized deductions, 
payroll tax deposit, enhanced IRS en
forcement, and other summit savings. 
Total revenue, $16 billion. 

With $2 billion in interest savings, 
the truth-in-budgeting freeze totals 
$50 billion in real savings in fiscal year 
1991, nearly $10 billion more than the 
summit. Additionally, this plan, if 
adopted over the next 5 years, would 
mean well over $500 billion in total 
savings. 

Mr. President, this freeze proposal is 
simple, direct, honest, and real. It 
simply takes last year's budget for this 
year's. No one's budget is cut. No one's 
budget is increased. We simply contin
ue through 1991 with the very same 
budget that was approved last year by 
both Houses of Congress along with 
the President of the United States. 
This truth-in-budgeting freeze will 
break the deadlock that now paralyzes 
us. At the same time, it will take us a 
long way toward the balanced budget 
our country so desperately needs. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
want to take just a couple of ·minutes 
to talk about what is at stake in pass
ing this budget resolution, the prob
lem that we are trying to address. 
There are, in fact, three deficits that 
we have to face up to in this country. 
One is the budget deficit, another is 
the trade deficit, and the third is an 
investment deficit, which the Senator 
from West Virginia has spoken about 
eloquently on a number of occasions. 

What is really at issue is getting our 
own budget in order, our own fiscal 
house in order in order to enhance our 

ability as a nation to compete interna
tionally in the global economy in 
which we now find ourselves. 

I hope the Senate will indulge ·me 
for just a moment or two. I have a few 
charts. I want to run through them 
very quickly because I know the hour 
is late and the time is limited. We are 
going to vote here in a.bout an hour. 

This is the Federal budget deficit. As 
one can see, in the 1980's, it just shot 
up. This is what we h.ave been con
tending with. 

The question .is, then. why did this 
happen? Well. a nuniber of my col
leagues have alluded to it earlier in 
the evening. Essentially for two rea
sons. We had a large increase in de
fense spending. But expenditures on 
defense are spending just like any 
other spending. In fact, what hap
pened in the 1980's is we had this 
runup in military expenditure. with a 
restraint and a leveling off in civilian 
expenditures. At the same time that 
we had this upsurge in defense spend
ing, we also had an erosion of the reve
nue base because by the sweeping tax 
cuts that were made at the beginning 
of the 1980's. 

Obviously, if we are going to in
crease spending and restrain or lower 
revenues, we are going to widen our 
deficit. And the consequence was, that 
is exactly what we did. 

All of this comes in the context of 
trying to address a major trade deficit, 
in part affected by this budget situa
tion. Not entirely, but in part. 

This chart shows the deterioration 
in the American trade balance. This is 
back in the 1960's, but we could take it 
back even further. We have had an in
credible erosion in our trade balance. 
We are importing far more than we 
are exporting. It has improved a bit in 
the last couple of years but we are still 
running a large negative trade bal
ance. In other words, we are taking in 
more than we are sending out and the 
consequence of that is we have had a 
marked deterioration in our net asset 
position. 

The United States has gone from 
being a creditor nation, international
ly, to being a debtor nation. This chart 
shows that deterioration in our net 
asset position. This starting line is 
1970. This one is the mid-1980's, when 
these accumulated trade deficits 
mounted up and drove us into a debtor 
position. 

The United States was a creditor 
nation ever since World War I. We 
could run that chart back to World 
War I. We should show a positive net 
asset position. Now it has deteriorated. 
We are now a debtor country. We owe 
more to others than they owe to us. 
We are paying out every year in order 
to service that debt. 

Just to dramatize that, I want to 
make this point about our position 
compared with that of Japan and Ger
many. 

T.his is 1980. We see all three coun
tries here with a positive net asset po
sition: The United States, Japan, and 
Germany. Beginning in 1983 -onward, 
the United States moves into a debtor 
p.osition; Japan and Germany move 
eveB stronger into a creditor position. 
And the _projections, unless we can 
change this, show a continued ,growth 
in that with the United States moving 
further into a debtor J)OSition and 
Japan and Germany moving further 
into a creditor position. 

One of the things we a.re trying to 
do tonight with this budget resolution 
is to change these trends. We have to 
oome to grips. I want to commend the 
very able and distinguished chairman 
of the Budget Committee, the Senator 
fiom Tennessee, for the really ex
traordinary contribution which I 
think he has made to this process, 
along with the chairman of the Appro
priations Committee. They have 
worked together throughout all of 
this. 

Could I have just 1 more minute? 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, in view 

of the Senator's remarks, I will be 
pleased to yield 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Let me say, as we 
are approaching reconciliation, it mat
ters how we do it. We want to achieve 
deficit reduction but how we achieve it 
is also an important question. First of 
all, we have to do it in -a way, in my 
opinion at least, that we address some 
of this investment deficit. If we do not 
invest in our infrastructure, our trans
portation, communication network, in 
education and training, in research 
and development, we are not going to 
enhance our ability to compete with 
the other nations internationally, par
ticularly Japan and Germany which 
are the very strong economies. 

Look at this. This is nondefense re
search and development as a percent
age of GNP. In 1971, the three coun
tries were all roughly about the same 
place. The United States has stayed 
down here at this level; Japan and 
West Germany have risen. They are 
putting more money into nondef ense 
research and development, and it is re
flected in the economic gains which 
they are making. 

So we need a. budget resolution 
which is now going to be crafted by 
the committee which addresses some 
of these investment deficits so we can 
have a first-class transportation net
work, so we can educate our people for 
the competitive challenge they are 
going to face in the 21st century, and 
so we can be on the cutting edge of 
technology in terms of research and 
development. 

The President finally conceded we 
cannot come to grips with this budget 
deficit problem without addressing 
revenues as well as the expenditure 
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side. We have to address both sides. 
We have to have restraint on the ex
penditure side and address the reve
nue side. 

But we need on the revenue side to 
make sure that it reflects a sense of 
fairness and justice and equity 
amongst our people. That has been 
one of the struggles we have been 
going through here. It is essentially, 
from this Senator's perspective, 
whether those who are at the very top 
of the income scale are going to make 
a reasonable contribution toward 
meeting the Nation's problems, which 
I have set out here. 

We have to pass this budget resolu
tion tonight. We have to start coming 
to grips with this problem. We then 
need to go on and fashion a reconcilia
tion measure that takes into account 
the necessity of a fiscal policy which 
will address the problems of the next 
century and put America back on 
track again so we can start to compete, 
so we can marshal our strengths, and 
so we can move into the international 
environment of the future in which a 
nation's economic strength may be 
more important to its international 
position than its military strength. 
That is the challenge we face tonight. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
junior Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank my col
league from New Mexico. 

Mr. President, I support the budget 
resolution because I think it is impera
tive that we move forward in the proc
ess of providing a budget and some co
operative responsibility for this coun
try. 

We have heard on the Senate floor 
in the course of the past year, really, 
lamentations on all sides. After 
months of negotiation, we have seen a 
budget proposal crafted by the leader
ship of this body and the other body 
and the administration. It is a budget 
proposal which failed in the House of 
Representatives because there were 
many faults in it. 

Mr. President, I suggest the real 
issue is not how many faults there 
were but what was the alternative. 
During the course of the past 3 days 
we have seen Americans grow more 
and more disgusted with the Congress 
for our failure to act. Ten days ago, 
Mr. President, I said if we had a se
questration and had the automatic 
cuts, did not come to a budget compro
mise, there would be 537 of us in 
Washington out of work: 100 from the 
Senate and 435 from the House and 
the President and the Vice President; 
that the people of this country would 
toss us all out because we simply were 
not doing our jobs. 

In the course of the past 3 days we 
have been in a stalemate and, as a 
result, many aspects of the Govern
ment have stopped their functions. 
However, because it was the weekend, 
there were those who could afford to 
play the delaying process. As we ap
proach midnight, 1 hour and 2 min
utes from now, that time is up. We 
simply have to act. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
we really have to come to grips with 
the basic proposition that politics is 
the art of the possible and we have to 
compromise. Beyond compromise, 
which may be described as making 
concessions to come to an agreement, 
we really need the sense of accommo
dation and we need the sense of gener
osity which this body and the other 
body and America seem not to possess 
today. 

We really are out for every last drop 
of every last issue on every matter 
which we face. During the 10 years 
that I have served in the Senate, the 
process of the U.S. Senate has been 
characterized by our budget. Last 
year, we came to terms at 3 a.m., on 
December 22, and if we could have 
postponed Christmas we would have 
on that occasion. I made that com
ment on last Saturday afternoon to an 
empty Chamber and I was surprised to 
hear some response from the galleries. 

The galleries were full on that occa
sion. The reason they were full was 
pointed out by my distinguished col
league from Kentucky, Senator FORD, 
who followed after I spoke. 

He said, the galleries are full be
cause the other zoo in town is closed; 
people could not get into the other 
zoo, which Senator FORD spoke about, 
and I say that with some trepidation 
because the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee may 
cite that as an inappropriate comment 
on the Senate floor. I think that it 
had a lot of merit and that the oper
ation of Government has become 
pretty much like a zoo. 

This budget resolution we are con
sidering tonight is not perfect. I do not 
think it is possible to devise one which 
is perfect. Speaker after speaker to
night has lamented about what is 
going to happen with this budget reso
lution. 

On the side, it is going to help our 
problems in international trade and, 
on the other side, it is going to be de
structive. On the one side, it is going 
to help drive interest rates down and, 
on the other side, it is going to be de
structive of interest rates. 

In the Appropriations Committee, 
we had economists testify with many 
opinions. In the Senate, we hear 100 
Senators argue and we hear 1,000 
opinions because they are opinions 
stated 10 times over in every Senator's 
speech. 

Mr. President, I conclude where I 
began, and that is with my deep con-

viction that it is necessary to move 
ahead with the process. l am very 
much concerned that we may not re
solve it in the course of the time span 
between now and October 19. We have 
a great deal of work to do. It is going 
to have to be done in good faith and it 
is going to have to be done in the 
sense of accommodation. 

I think of what my father told me 
about a partnership. He said, "Arlen, 
if you are in a partnership with a 
person, give 60 percent, because it will 
look like 50 percent to the other 
person. If you give 50 percent, it will 
look like 40 percent. So try to act with 
just a little bit of generosity and give a 
little more than you might think you 
have to." 

I think this country is great, Mr. 
President, because of the sense of gen
erosity which somehow seems to elude 
us. We have the greatest productive 
power on Earth. We have the power to 
solve all the problems in this country, 
every last one of them, in terms of the 
homeless, in terms of housing, in 
terms of aging and health care. Some
how we cannot seem to take the next 
step forward. We have gridlock. 

Americans cannot stand it and 
Americans will not stand it. I think we 
have to move forward. Since my time 
has expired-I have a great deal more 
to say-I will conclude to stay in the 
parameters of trying to move this 
process forward. I thank the Chair 
and yield the floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). The Senator from Ten
nessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] 
is recognized. 

Mr. BURNS. Will the Senator yield 
just so I can insert a statement? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Not on my 
time. 

Mr. BURNS. On our time or any
body's time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes to the Senator from Ohio, 
and I ask the Senator to withhold 
until Senator DOMENICI is here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio has the floor. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I think we are all here this evening to 
try to objectively move forward with 
respect to the budget process to keep 
the Government running. I think 
there are three parts to this whole 
package. I think the American people 
understand it. One has to do with the 
amount of money we spend on domes
tic concerns, one has to do with the 
amount of money we spend on de
fense, and one has to do with the 
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1imount of income this Government 
hns through its tax procedure. 

I Just heard the distinguished Sena
tor-and he is a distinguished Senator, 
and there is probably no more respect
ed Senator in this body than the 
senior Senator from Georgia-address 
himself to the subject of defense 
spending. 

Let us not kid ourselves. Defense 
spending is protected in this budget 
agreement. The Senator from Georgia 
talks about the amount of savings that 
will be affected, the cuts that defense 
is taking. But the fact is that the 
House Armed Services Committee said 
that they could save over $250 billion 
over 5 years in defense spending. This 
budget agreement has a figure of $170 
billion in savings of 5 years, an $80 bil
lion spread. 

The fact is that American people do 
not understand it. The American 
people do not understand why when 
the Soviets are moving their troops 
out of Europe, when the West Ger
mans are paying for the Soviet troops 
in Eastern Germany, while we have 
310,000 troops stationed in Europe. 

I respect the Senator from Georgia 
when he says we do not save anything 
just by bringing them home. We cer
tainly would save on the balance of 
payments and certainly we would save 
much more if we had a reduction in 
force. 

The American people cannot under
stand why we are spending so much 
money on this exotic weaponry and 
planning new exotic weaponry until 
we recognize and appreciate the fact 
that years ago, not too many years 
ago, you could go to the American 
people and say we want more spending 
for defense and the crowd applauded 
and they cheered. That is not so any 
more. Today they understand we 
ought to be cutting back on defense 
spending. 

Even though the Senator from 
Georgia says that the vote was 79 to 
16, that only tells part of the story. 
Most Members of this body do not like 
to vote against a defense spending bill, 
defense authorization bill. But the re
ality is that the Senator from Georgia 
is the one man in this entire body who 
is in a position to provide leadership to 
produce some effective cuts in the de
fense budget, and this budget does not 
produce that kind of effective cut. 

This is the same amount as was in 
the authorization bill. But we had 
other authorization bills for domestic 
spending, and they will be cut by 
reason of this budget. Defense is a sort 
of a protected enclave. We cannot 
touch it. We cannot move in on it. We 
cannot eliminate any. We cannot cut 
back. 

We can pay for all the troops de
f ending Korea and all of the troops 
that we have in Korea and all the 
troops defending Japan. And we can 
pay for the troops in Europe. But we 

cannot cut back on defense spending. 
Why? The American people want an 
answer, and they are not getting an 
answer in this budget. 

There is only one way they are going 
to get an answer because I am frank to 
say that I cannot offer an amendment 
here and cause it to be agreed to be
cause there will be a coalition of some 
Members on this side and all of the 
Members on that side who would prob
ably not vote for it, and I understand 
that. 

But the one man who is in a position 
to provide that leadership who has the 
respect and the ability to, who knows 
what it is all about, is the distin
guished Senator from Georgia. And so 
I say to him plaintively--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. And I say to 
him respectfully, you are the only one 
who can provide the leadership to help 
us do something about the defense 
spending in this country. I really hope 
you will. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I believe we re
served 10 minutes for Senator 
McCLURE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Chair 
and I thank my colleague from New 
Mexico. I will try to use less than that 
time. The hour is late, and I know 
people are trying to get to a vote, and, 
indeed, it is important for the country 
that we do that. 

My purpose is not to debate the 
composition of the resolution that we 
are about to agree on. My purpose is 
not even to try to outline the distaste 
that I feel for how we arrived at the 
point we are. In my judgment, we 
should have been fighting this budget 
resolution over a period of weeks, 
much earlier in the year, as provided 
by the budget law. We are violating 
the law in having failed to do so much 
earlier in the year. 

But I am not going to complain 
about that because I am concerned 
about how we get from the point we 
already find ourselves to the point of 
resolution. I have listened to some of 
my friends over the last weeks and 
months and, indeed, in the last few 
minutes talking about their own view 
about how we ought to be treating this 
problem. I intended earlier and 
thought seriously about saying what is 
the real fact, what is really behind 
this, and state it in terms of what ev
erybody in this body knows. But I am 
constrained to withhold that this 
evening and say instead what I know, 
what I believe, and not ascribe it to 
anybody else's motives or to their 
knowledge or to their purposes be
cause if there is any one thing that is 
abundantly clear, there are differences 

of opinion between us that must some
how be resolved. The American public 
may well want more defense, not less. 
There are those who say they want 
less defense, not more. There are dif
ferences of opinion within this body as 
to what it is they wish. That is the 
way this body ought to function in 
terms of differences of opinion be
tween people on both sides of the 
aisle, between both political parties, 
between the Congress and the admin
istration, each stating what it is we be
lieve and contending for our view
point. 

But the one thing the American 
public does not understand and cannot 
stand and should not have to stand is 
the continued disagreement over a so
lution. Classically, if there is a differ
ence of opinion that cannot be recon
ciled, parties on both sides get togeth
er and make some kind of an agree
ment that compromises the view
points. That is what this budget reso
lution is about. But let me sketch just 
behind that what is not understood by 
the American public, in my view, be
cause we have not told them. 

What is the essential political eco
nomic debate about over the last 10 
years? Well, every generalization is 
false and so is this, and it is inaccurate 
at the edges, but in the main I believe 
it to be true. I believe it is fair to say 
that the Democratic Party and their 
Representatives in this body want 
more Government, more Government 
services, more governmental activities, 
and they are willing to raise more 
taxes in order to get it. But Republi
cans have been beating them up over 
taxes, and the American public does 
not want taxes. So the Democrats are 
afraid to admit that they want more 
taxes. 

On the other hand, Republicans be
lieve that we are not in trouble be
cause we tax too little; we are in trou
ble because we spend too much, and 
we want to restrain the growth of 
Government and restrain the cost of 
Government and by doing so eliminate 
the necessity for raising taxes. But be
cause we are afraid that the American 
public wants those services and will 
object if we curtail the growth of 
those services, that somebody will 
object about what we are doing, there
fore we are busily trying to cover up 
the fact that we want to restrain the 
growth of services and the growth of 
Government. 

So you have the Democrats on one 
side trying to cover up their agenda 
and its cost, and the Republicans are 
busy trying to cover up their agenda 
and its cost, and the American public 
says what in the world is going on? 

I do not blame them, because we are 
not telling the truth, as I see it. It 
seems to me that it is time for us, in 
this budget resolution, to cut that out. 
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The American public is saying, for 

heaven's sake, you are grown men, and 
why can you not resolve- your prob
lems? We could, if we were honest. We 
could, if we were willing to lay those 
facts out on the table and say, OK, 
you, in general, on that side of the 
aisle want more Government but want 
to raise taxes. The President did not 
ask for more taxes. He did not agree to 
more taxes because he wants them. He 
agreed to more taxes because he un
derstood that in order to get a compro
mise, he was going to have to give 
people on the other side of the aisle 
that much in a compromise. 

Now, why do we not admit on this 
side of the aisle that we want to cur
tail the growth of Government? That 
may impinge upon somebody who likes 
something they are getting from Gov
ernment, and the people on the other 
side of the aisle are right in telling us, 
come on, level with the American 
public: You are trying to cut back on 
the growth of Government. 

We are. I am proud of that. I am not 
ashamed of that. I am willing to talk 
about the Republican agenda. But let 
us, for heaven's sake, at least tell the 
American public what the argument is 
about and then get about compromis
ing, as indeed the President of the 
United States said some weeks ago he 
was willing to do. 

Yes, indeed, some taxes may have to 
be increased. I am totally opposed to 
that. I do not think it is necessary. But 
some on that side of the aisle believe it 
is necessary. All right, I will meet 
them halfway. I will meet them in the 
middle of the aisle. I will meet them 
on this proposition and say OK, we 
will increase some taxes if at the same 
time we get some restraint on the 
growth of Government. 

That is what the debate is about, 
and that is why we are having difficul
ty getting there, because neither polit
ical party wants to admit what their 
agenda is, and neither political party 
is proud enough of their agenda and 
confident enough of its appeal to the 
American public to state it clearly. 

That is my view about what the di
lemma is. I think every Senator will 
have to examine in his or her own 
heart whether they believe that is the 
heart of the dilemma that we face. 
But if it is, there is only one solution, 
and that solution lies in each side 
giving a little bit. 

I do not know that this resolution 
will produce that kind of real compro
mise. I thought the last summit agree
ment gave too much, from my point of 
view, toward your point of view or 
toward somebody else's point of view. 
But it was a reasonable attempt, and I 
was prepared to accept and support it 
if my vote was necessary to pass it, be
cause if there is one thing the Ameri
can public and the world understands, 
it is that we cannot continue to go on 
spending more money than we have. 

We cannot keep on burdening the 
future of this country the way we 
have with a national debt that now 
has an interest rate that is the fastest 
growing part of the entire budget, that 
is going to crowd out discretionary 
spending if we do not find some way to 
eliminate it. 

Certainly the growth of the entitle
ments programs is another part of 
that problem, and we have to find 
both the political will and the courage 
and the means to curb the growth of 
entitlements programs and their 
spending so that we can have room for 
the discretionary spending and levels 
of taxation, which I do not agree with 
but which will be the result of a com
promise. 

That is exactly what I think our di
lemma is. I will not try to ascribe mo
tives or even put in the mouths of 
anyone else what it is they think 
about where we are. But that is the 
way the Senator from Idaho believes 
we have to address this question, and I 
believe this budget resolution gives us 
the chance to do that. 

Will it do that? I think the budget 
summit-and I give great credibility 
and a lot of compliments to the people 
who tried to put that together over a 
period of weeks and months. Perhaps 
it was predictable that, indeed, the 
first one out had to be defeated, be
cause none of us like it. I do not think 
even the people who put it together 
really like it. They knew it was the 
best they could do. 

So until we get to the point of being 
mature enough to understand that 
other people who have a different 
point of view are entitled to their 
point of view, and they are not neces
sarily wrong, although we believe they 
are wrong, that they are entitled to 
their point of view and they may be 
right, and they have a right to expect 
to be partially met on their point of 
view, the American public says to the 
Congress of the United States: Get on 
with the business of the country. Quit 
this posturing. Quit paralyzi:Q.g Gov
ernment. 

In my view, the American public is 
exactly right. It is time for us to quit 
posturing. It is time for us to put aside 
our partisan differences and our philo
sophical differences and find a reason
able compromise between opposing 
points of view. This budget resolution 
can do that. 

The reconciliation that must be pro
duced will have to meet certain guide
lines. I am absolutely confident that 
the President of the United States will 
veto a reconciliation bill that does not 
come pretty close to the budget 
summit guidelines. I am confident that 
if it departs very much in one way or 
the other, it will fail. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time allocated to the Senator from 
Idaho has expired. 

Mr. McCLURE. I hope we do our job 
in the time that is constrained by the 
CR and in the way that is outlined in 
the budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator from Nebraska 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. ExoNl is 
recognized. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 
Tennessee. I want to congratulate all 
the very hard work that has been done 
by the leadership of the U.S. Senate. 
We are here tonight, I guess, to begin 
to do something. 

The good news, Mr. President, I sug
gest, is that maybe the exercise, as 
painful as it is, and the painful exer
cise that we go through between now 
and 19th day of this month-maybe 
we will bring home to the American 
people what this Senator and others 
have been telling the Senate for a 
long, long time with a whole series of 
measures that we tried to get through 
years and years ago. That is the good 
news. 

I simply want to say that this is an
other grand compromise, and I hope it 
works. I will be looking and having a 
part in figuring out how this plays out, 
and the changes that had to be made 
after the rejection of the original pro
posal by the President. I am afraid 
that this grand compromise, as well-in
tentioned as it is, will fall far short of 
covering the real problem as addressed 
very ably by the Senator from Geor
gia. 

May we have order in the Senate, 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. The Senate will be 
in order. The Senator from Nebraska 
has the floor. 

Mr. EXON. I intended to use many 
of the same statistics that the able 
Senator from Georgia used. I ask Sen
ators to reference those very closely. 

This is a very, very serious problem. 
This is a tiny step forward and not a 
leap forward in solving the problem. 
Maybe it is worthwhile, but I have 
some grave concerns about it, includ
ing let me say, that I could not dis
agree more with the remarks made by 
the Senator from Ohio. Indeed, the 
very able Senator from Georgia is the 
one that is leading us very ably to 
making the reductions in defense 
spending that are obviously necessary. 

I do not have time to go into that 
any further at this time, but I for one 
am very pleased that we have SAM 
NUNN where he is to do the job that 
has to be done to keep the defense 
solid but still cut the cost. I reserve 
the reminder of my time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article from the Washington Post of 
October 7. 
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There being no objection, the mate

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE BIG LIE THAT CAUSED THE BUDGET 
CATASTROPHE 

<By Lester Thurow, dean of MIT's Alfred P. 
Sloan School of Management) 

In 1980 the American electorate embarked 
on a grand experiment-supply-side eco
nomics. Ten years later, that experiment 
continues to warp the political process. Its 
enduring influence explains why Congress 
and President Bush found it so difficult to 
reach any budget agreement at all; why the 
failed agreement was so peculiarly shaped; 
and why the public nourished on a decade 
of false promises, seems unwilling to make 
even modest sacrifices to assure the nation's 
economic future. 

In the current economic climate almost 
any solid deficit-education package would -be 
welcome. Still it is remarkable that the ini
tial deal struck last week would aggravate 
the very features of the current tax system 
that seemed most generally objectionable to 
tax experts and the public: Its "small busi
ness growth incentives" would offer new tax 
dodges to the wealthy-who had supposedly 
traded away their shelters for the much 
lower tax rates provided by the 1986 tax 
reform; its tax-deduction limit would 
worsen, rather than eliminate, the disrepu
table "bubble" feature which grants the 
very, very rich lower marginal income tax 
rates, and hence lower capital-gains tax 
rates than those faced by the merely well
to-do taxpayers; and it would increase the 
relative tax burden borne by the low- and 
moderate-income taxpayers. All this in a 
package endorsed by Democratic leaders 
who claimed to have tax fairness as their 
top concern. 

What explains the persistence of supply
side mythology? From where comes its 
power to so constrain American politics? 

When America first jumped on the 
supply-side bandwagon, people felt, rightly, 
that the economic performance of the 1970s 
was unacceptable. The political and military 
affronts in Tehran were compounded by the 
vision of a chained economic giant wilting in 
the face of Japanese and German competi
tion. 

A GNP growth rate of 2.8 percent was un
acceptable when compared with the 4.1 per
cent growth rate of the 1960s. That dismal 
record was compounded by an even more 
important measure of economic perform
ance, productivity growth-the rate at 
which a nation is becoming more efficient 
and hence more affluent. The 1960s growth 
rate of 2.9 percent has fallen to only 1.4 per
cent in the 1970s. Such a decline meant that 
instead of doubling every 24 years, Ameri
ca's standard of living would take 50 years 
to double-each generation could no longer 
expect to have a standard of living twice 
that of its parents. Facing these facts Amer
icans were willing to try something new and 
different. 

Supply-side economics, as enunciated by 
President Reagan and later embraced by 
Bush, promised that lower taxes on upper 
income groups would stimulate savings and 
hence permit more investment-the argu
ment used by Bush to advance his capital
gains tax cut proposals in the recent budget 
summit. Higher investment would lead to 
higher growth. In addition to restoring eco
nomic vigor and rebuilding international 
competitiveness, higher growth would ac
complish two other important objectives-

without asking for painful sacrifice from 
anybody. 

First, with a larger economy, government 
tax revenue could go up even though tax 
rates had been reduced. In 1981 Reagan 
promised that the federal budget would be 
balanced in 1985 without having to make 
significant spending reductions. Second, al
though most of the tax cuts would go to 
high-income individuals Cit was they who 
had the capacity to save more), higher 
growth would lead to better paying jobs for 
middle- and low-income Americans. In the 
short run their total tax rates would go up
for 80 percent of the population the extra 
payroll taxes they would be asked to pay to 
fund Social Security would be larger than 
the income tax cuts they would get. But 
with higher earnings they would in the end 
benefit. All gain, no pain. 

Politically supply-side economics delivered 
the goods-three presidential elections have 
been won using it-but economically it has 
not delivered on any of its promises. 

Where higher GNP growth was promised, 
lower growth was delivered-2.6 percent 
over the decade of the 1980s. In 1990 the 
economy is stalled on the lip of a recession, 
just where it was in 1980. Because of the 
debt and banking problems built up during 
the 1980s, any recession in the 1990s will 
produce levels of bankruptcy not seen since 
the Great Depression. Even without a reces
sion, middle-income wealth is melting away 
as housing prices fall in much of the nation 
in reaction to the debt excesses of the 1980s. 

Instead of growing faster, productivity 
slowed down-1.2 percent during the 1980s. 
In 1989 productivity actually declined. 
There is only darkness visible at the end of 
the productivity tunnel. 

Savings rates plunged. In the last four 
years of the 1970s. American families saved 
7 percent of their disposable income; in the 
last four years of the 1980s, they saved only 
4 percent. The rich saved nothing from 
their tax cuts. In contrast, the Japanese 
saved 15. 7 percent of their income in the 
past 12 months. 
If total national savings <a measure that 

includes corporate savings and government 
dissavings) is examined, savings fell from 
17.4 percent of GNP in the last four years of 
the 1970s to 11.3 percent of GNP in the last 
four years of the 1980s. As a result, in 1989 
Japanese investments in plant and equip
ment per worker were three times as large 
as those in the United States. 

At the beginning of the decade the United 
States had a small surplus in its trading ac
counts ($1.5 billion in 1980 and $8.2 billion 
in 1981>. At the end of the decade it record
ed a current-account deficit of $129 billion 
in 1988 and $110 billion in 1989. What was a 
competitive problem at the beginning of the 
decade was a competitive disaster at the end 
of the decade. 

In 1981 the United States was the world's 
largest creditor nation with net assets total
ing $141 billion. Every year the rest of the 
world paid interest, dividends, and profits to 
Americans. By 1989 the United States had 
become the world's largest net debtor 
nation with debts totaling $620 billion. 
Where Americans used to get, they now 
give. 

The federal deficit did not, of course, 
vanish in 1985. In the year ahead, the defi
cit is estimated to be $254 billion and rising 
if last week's deficit reduction proposals are 
passed by Congress ($294 if they are not) 
and over $300 billion if the Social Security 
surpluses are excluded from the totals, as 
they ought to be. A budget summit that re-

duces the deficit by $40 billion is essentially 
the equivalent of Nero fiddling while Rome 
burns. The difference is that Nero wanted 
to burn Rome so that he could rebuild it
the Roman Colosseum was his. Unfortu
nately there is no evidence that the current 
fiddlers have any real rebuilding in mind. 

President Bush is fond of saying that "we 
have more will than wallet." He has it ex
actly backwards. Our GNP after correcting 
for inflation is four times as large as it was 
in 1947 when we were paying to rebuild the 
world after World War II. Our per capita 
GNP is 2.3 times as large. We can afford to 
do what must be done abroad; we can afford 
to do what must be done at home. 

America is not an over-taxed country. In 
1989, Americans paid fewer taxes as a per
centage of GNP (about 30 percent> than the 
citizens in any other industrial country. 
Taxpayers in 22 industrial countries, includ
ing Japanese and the Germans, paid more. 
Moreover, there are places where the 
budget can be cut without harm. Based on 
the performance of other countries (far 
lower spending levels; far better perform
ances when it comes to health and longevi
ty), substantially less could be spent on 
health care if the system were fundamental
ly reorganized. The events in Eastern 
Europe mean that big defense cuts can 
occur while still maintaining our ability to 
fight wars in the Third World. America has 
more than 2 million troops; fewer than 
200,000 are in the Middle East. 

The American problem is will-not wallet. 
In a democracy, will depends upon leader
ship and in the United States that means 
presidential leadership. It isn't leadership to 
spend months arguing that a capital-gains 
tax cut is the most important issue facing 
the American economy. 

Whatever one believes about the growth
enhancing aspects of a capital-gains tax 
cut-or other "tax incentives"-everyone 
agrees that they leave more after-tax 
income in the hands of the wealthiest. In 
the last decade America had already had a 
heavy dose of that kind of "sacrifice." 

Recently the U.S. Census Bureau con
firmed that inequality in the distribution of 
income had increased substantially in the 
last decade. Every statistic points in the 
same direction. In the decade of the 1980s, 
the average real income of the top 5 percent 
of the population rose from $120,253 to 
$148,438. At the same time the average real 
income of the poorest 20 percent fell from 
$9,990 to $9,431. After-tax measures of 
income would report an even wider gap. As 
the income share of the top 20 percent rose 
in the 1980s, the income share of each of 
the bottom four quintiles was falling-the 
lower the quintile the bigger the decline. 
Despite a 21-percent rise in the real per 
capita GNP, the average real hourly wages 
of rank-and-file workers fell 5 percent. 
Those promised good jobs for middle- and 
low-income Americans did not appear. 

If the income share of the rich is rising at 
the expense of the rest of the population Cit 
is), if government is directly altering its 
policies to augment the income share of the 
rich Cit has), if the campaign contributions 
of special interests increasingly dominate 
the political process <they do), if fewer and 
fewer middle- and lower-income individuals 
vote <it's happening), America is, under the 
cover of supplyside economics, rapidly 
moving towards becoming <dare we say it 
openly?) a plutocracy. 

Unfortunately history tells us that as a 
social and governmental system, plutocracy 
does not for long work. 
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Mr-. KERREY. Mr. President, the 

budget debate this year has been di&;.. 
ferent. than last. 

It began the same as last year:- The 
President addressed the joint session 
of Congress telling us the deficit was 
under control. This: relaxed attitud'e
the yeu before he told us deficit re
duction would be easy with the $.8(l bil
lion of new revenue being generated 
by a healthy economy-encouraged all 
of us to roll out our own p.roposa1s for 
new spending. 

However, as he did in 1989 with his. 
Savings and Loan Program~ we. in Con
gress were outdone byr the President 
who wins first place again in 1990 in 
the most expensive spending· proposal 
of the year category. This years 
a.ward goes for his suggestion that we 
invest $500 billion to send a. handful of 
Americans ta the planet Mars. 

When the year ended in October 
1989, President Bush, who would. 
prefer to address international rather 
than domestic problems anyway, 
agreed to go a.long when we told the 
American people the deficit for fiscal 
year 1990 would be $110 billionL This 
year, with the economy on the edge of 
recession, with our lenders-Japan and 
West Germany-indicating they may 
be less interested in funding our debt. 
and with the Savings and Loan Pro
gram costs growing by leaps and 
bounds, and with enough time having 
elapsed that the President felt it 
would be OK to break his pledge not 
to raise taxes, and with our own 
budget committee unable to resolve 
the bitter conflicts of increased need 
and decreased revenue this year with 
all these and more bearing down upon 
us, the leadership of Congress agreed 
to sit down with the President to fash
ion a bipartisan agreement. 

One additional thing happened on 
the way to the disasterous scene la.st 
week when a President with approval 
ratings in the 70-percent-plus range 
could not convince the Nation or 80 
Republican House Members to sup
port a very modest proposal to reduce 
our deficit over 5 years. It is modest 
because in the end-it will still require 
us to borrow an additional $1.2 trillion 
over the next 5 years and will in the 
first year merely reduce the size of the 
deficit increase. 

The additional happening was the 
tremor set off by Senator MOYNIHAN 
when his longstanding attempt to 
expose the borrowing from the Social 
Security trust fund finally took hold. 
All of us returned to Washington la.st 
year with Senator MoYNIHAN's battle 
cry ringing in our ears: "By what right 
and for how long are we going to make 
deficit reduction the singular burden 
of Americans who get paid by the 
hour". 

Mr. President, Americans who get 
paid by the hour have begun to figure 
out what all this talk about the need 
for tax incentives and increased oppor-

tunity means. It means they will pay 
more and they will get less from a 
Government which would be techni
cally insolvent without their contribu
tio:ns~ Their protest, more than any 
other,, has scuttled the proposal of
fered by the budget summitteers. 

Some here hope this agreement, 
which we will pass tonight with my 
support, will calm the rising protest 
from the voters. Let me make a predic
ticm: The small tail we have pulled at 
for 5 months does not belong to a 
small cat· it belongs to a lion-the 
American people-who will devour us 
all unless we go further. 

We must go further with spending 
reductions. particularly those which 
affect the size of the Federal hureauc
racy here in Washington. DC. Ameri
cans will not be pleased when they 
learn we have reduced their program 
p8l1filents and increased their taxes 
while· the payroll in the Nation's Cap
ital continues to grow. 

We must go further than the $725 
reduction in take-home pay which will 
occur for Members of Congress with 
the proposed increase in the Medicare 
ceiling. If the full-time equivalents for 
Federal employees grows, while we are 
reducing the resources available to 
local government,. we are going to 
struggle to explain what and why we 
have done this. 

Mr. President, I received a letter 
from Nebraska this week from a. small 
businessman who has been abused by 
the SBA, OSHA, and the Department 
of Transportation. He is not a.lone in 
describing the world thus: 

I find that my own Government is my big
gest problem. I can work around the weath
er, I can improve our beautiful forest while 
providing income to many people, I can 
handle environmental concerns, I can find 
markets for our local resources, but my 
Government has me whipped. 

There is no way Congress or the adminis
tration will ever, ever balance the budget 
with these agencies so out of control that 
they choke off any incentive that Ameri· 
cans have, while building their outfits into 
more powerful organizations each year at 
the working man's expense. If I act com
pletely irresponsible some agency will bail 
me out. If I strive to be responsible for my 
own actions other agencies will consider me 
fair game. 

Mr. President, it is not just small 
businesses who are struggling with the 
institutions we have created to help 
them. The list includes teachers, wel
fare recipients, Medicare patients and 
providers, builders, environmental ac
tivists, and farmers. 

All of these people heard the candi
date, Ronald Reagan, say that Gov
ernment is the problem and then 
watched him preside over one of the 
most spectacular increases in Federal 
power in the history of the United 
States of America. Alexander Hamil
ton would be proud of the fine work of 
President Reagan. 

As one who believes America is 
hungry for a progressive domestic 

agenda, we must remember the in
tense distrust which rightfully exists 
in the heart of the citizen toward their 
Federal Government. For those of us 
who see the need for an aggressive do
mestic agenda to address the desperate 
need of America's children, to restruc
ture our health care system, to tackle 
the declining performance of our 
schools, to address the growing short
age of affordable housing, and to re
build the deteriorating infra.structure 
of our country, we dare not propose 
solutions which continue the centraliz
ing trends of the pa.st 10 years. 

Rather,. I believe we should accept 
this budget resolution and should res
olutely push beyond for further real 
decreases in spending. Until we do the 
taxpayers of this country will not 
trust us with further proposals to 
make their lives better. 

I do not view this deficit-reduction 
effort as an exercise in mathematics. 
Nor do r view it as a passive political 
move designed. to avoid our responsi
bilities. 

Mr. President~ allow me to predict 
what we will face when our work ends 
this fall. We will pass a budget the 
President can sign which will reduce 
the deficit by $3'4 billion in the year 
beginning October 1, 1990. Regretta
ble, the American economy will con
tinue to weaken through the first 
quarter of our fiscal! year and the defi
cit, rather than being reduced from 
$294 billion to $260 billion, will grow 
beyond $300 billion. 

The pressure from rising energy 
costs will at least in the short term 
mean higher inflation and higher 
long-term interest rates. This is likely 
because the cost of borrowing money 
is more dependent upon inflation ex
pectations than it is upon the size of 
the Federal fiscal deficit. 

As the cuts in some of the entitle
ments take effect-most notably in ag
riculture-the consumers of America, 
who are responsible for two-thirds of 
our economy, will consume less. This 
will put further downward pressure on 
our economy. 

Unemployment and the pressure on 
food stamps, AFDC, and Medicaid will 
grow. Although it is still possible for 
us to avoid a severe recession, it is un
likely we will avoid a mild one. 

The Savings and Loan Program, al
ready estimated to cost $122 billion in 
this next fiscal year, will cost us more 
as real estate values decline and the 
damage spreads to the commercial 
banking and insurance sectors of our 
banking system. The additional $100 
billion in energy costs-paid by con
sumers and businesses alike-will 
make matters worse for the most ex
pensive domestic program in America's 
history. 

Mr. President, the desire to restore 
growth to our economy will become 
stronger as the year goes on. Those 
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who believe the answer to the question 
of how to increase our productivity 
and growth lies with additional tax in
centives will argue that we need to 
make further changes in our Internal 
Revenue Code. 

While not disregarding the incen
tives and disincentives of our tax poli
cies, I believe we should also analyze 
the impact of our spending policies. I 
believe we should pay attention to 
supporting and getting our money's 
worth for those spending programs 
which will add value to human 
beings-child care, nutrition, training, 
education, housing, and infrastruc
ture-to lead America toward higher 
productivity and growth. 

Most importantly of all, Mr. Presi
dent, in the fire storm which has sur
rounded this budget proposal and 
which will hopefully not subside with 
its passage, we need to pay attention 
to some intangibles. No government 
program-Federal, State, or local-can 
substitute for personal attitudes of re
sponsibility, honesty, and selflessness. 

A few weeks ago in the Omaha 
World Herald we learned from a 
writer, James A. Flannery, about the 
growth in the numbers of children in 
Nebraska born out of wedlock. In 1970 
the number was 6 percent; in 1990 the 
number was a startling 20 percent. In 
Omaha the number was one out of 
three. For African Americans in 
Omaha 78 percent of all children were 
born out of wedlock. 

I believe much of this change is due 
to the increased difficulty of support
ing a family on an hourly wage. Much 
of the change is due to our failure to 
respond to the rapidly increasing re
quirements of the competitive work
place. High real interest rates, rising 
costs of health care, transportation, 
and education have squeezed the dis
posable income of working families. It 
is also undeniable that our own wel
fare system has contributed to some of 
the increase. 

However, the greatest contributor I 
believe is a change of attitude that has 
encouraged people to be irresponsible 
and to care only about what is in it for 
them right now. If we are to make this 
deficit reduction package work, we are 
going to have to work to set new ex
amples for our people to follow. 
Rather than idolizing and rewarding 
the greed and avarice and unashamed, 
conspicuously excessive consumption 
of that small percentage who love to 
take us to dinner, we must idolize and 
reward those who save and sweat to 
produce one small item of quality. 

This deficit reduction package-if we 
follow it with further action-could be 
a great first step in turning this 
county in a direction which will enable 
us to do better and feel prouder of our 
accomplishments not just as politi
cians, but as human beings. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I will 
oppose the new House-passed budget 

plan for many of the same reasons I 
opposed the original budget summit 
agreement: It imposes the largest first
year tax increase in history, and it 
fails to provide real progrowth incen
tives-like a capital gains tax cut-to 
stave off recession. 

Second, many of the savings are 
based on unrealistic economic assump
tions. For example, who in their right 
mind believes that GNP growth will 
double by 1992 in the face of the larg
est tax increase in history? Does 
anyone really believe that the price of 
oil will fall to $24 per barrel next year? 
How on earth are long-term interest 
rates going to fall when the Federal 
Reserve is supposed to ease money 
which in turn raises the inflation pre
mium in long-term interest rates? 

Third, the proposed tax increases 
would discriminate against my State 
of Wisconsin. A gas tax would single 
out large and less densely populated 
States like Wisconsin. The doubling of 
the beer excise tax will cost 2,300 jobs 
in the Wisconsin beer industry, a 
major employer in my State. And the 
proposed tax on home heating oil 
would unfairly hit the families of cold 
weather States like Wisconsin. 

This budget resolution is even worse 
than the original bipartisan budget 
summit agreement. It envisions $10 
billion more in new taxes and $10 bil
lion less in domestic savings. It raises 
the net tax increase on the economy 
by $29.l billion over 5 years for a 
grand total of $162.9 billion. 

Mr. President, there is no economic 
theory that I know of-keynesian, 
supply-side, or monetarism-that 
argues for higher taxes when the 
economy is sliding into recession. 
There is no tax increase that has ever 
been designed to that would cause 
people to work harder, to save more, 
or to invest more in America's com
petitive future. 

There is now talk of raising income 
tax rates in exchange for a capital 
gains tax cut. I would vehemently 
oppose such a tradeoff. In my view, 
you have to earn income first before 
you can invest it. If you raise tax rates 
on earned income, you reduce the 
amount of earned income-and there
fore the resources available for invest
ment. 

An increase in income tax rates 
would increase the political pressure 
to restore tax loopholes that were 
eliminated in the 1986 Tax Reform 
Act. 

More importantly, any increase in 
tax rates is the camel's nose under the 
tent. It's the first step down the road 
to a punitive and progressive tax 
system. It establishes the legitimacy of 
soak the rich tax policy that will end 
up killing our economy. 

Mr. President, instead of increasing 
tax rates, we ought to be cutting tax 
rates to spur economic growth. 

Let me quote a former President 
who believed in supply-side incentives 
to fight the deficit: 

Our true choice is not between tax reduc
tion, on the one hand, and avoidance of 
large Federal deficits on the other. It is in
creasingly clear that no matter what party 
is in power, so long as our national security 
needs keep rising, an economy hampered by 
restrictive tax rates will never produce 
enough revenue to balance the budget-just 
as it will never produce enough jobs or 
enough profit. 

This is not Ronald Reagan or 
George Bush, but President John F. 
Kennedy. 

JFK didn't prescribe progressive tax 
increases to solve the budget and eco
nomic problems of the early 1960's. In
stead, he sought tax cuts every bit as 
favorable to the rich as anything 
Ronald Reagan or George Bush has 
ever proposed. 

What happened? By encouraging 
productive activity, the rich paid more 
taxes. The budget deficit declined. 
And the Nation entered a period of un
precedented growth. 

Mr. President, today we need the 
same kind of tax cut policies to get 
America moving again. We ought to 
cut the tax burden on labor-by cut
ting payroll taxes-and on capital-by 
reducing and indexing capital gains 
taxes. Freeing up both labor and cap
ital would increase the productive ca
pacity of our economy. 

History proves that progressive tax 
theories don't work. Raising income 
tax rates in the name of fairness ends 
up reducing opportunities for all. 

This budget plan simply perpetuates 
the same old tax-and-spend practices 
that got us into this mess in the first 
place. Furthermore, the desire on the 
part of some to impose the largest 
first-year tax increase in U.S. history 
simply is not justified by the facts. 

The case for new taxes goes like this: 
Under the Reagan administration, tax 
cuts for all Americans have impover
ished the U.S. Treasury-and Federal 
spending has been mercilessly slashed 
to the bone. 

Under this theory, I think most 
folks would conclude that higher taxes 
are needed. The only problem with 
this theory is that it simply is not jus
tified by the facts: 

Since 1981, tax revenues have dou
bled. Tax revenue growth averaged 7.4 
percent a year. The tax burden is at a 
near record high of 19.4 percent of 
GNP. 

Since 1981, Federal spending has 
skyrocketed from $678 billion to over 
$1.2 trillion. Annual spending growth 
averaged about 8.0 percent a year. 
Federal spending consumes between 
22 and 23 percent of GNP. 

Given these facts, I think most 
people would conclude that the deficit 
is caused by too much Government 
spending, not too little taxes. 
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Mr. President, aside from the sub

stantive objections I have with this 
plan, I think the way by which the 
budget summit was developed raises 
some very troubling questions about 
the future of our democratic process. 

For the last 6 months, important de
cisions that affect the lives of every 
American citizen were made in secret 
by a small group of legislators and the 
White House staff. No public hearings 
were held to permit democratic par
ticipation. Most Members of Congress 
had little or no influence on the tax 
and spending policies that affect their 
constituents. 

The Congress was told to swallow 
this plan-hook, line, and sinker. The 
Congress was told to rush through the 
largest first-year tax increase in U.S. 
history without hearings and without 
substantial debate. 

The summit process had, in effect, 
short circuited the democratic process. 
Last week's vote in the House sent a 
signal to Congress that the American 
people want-and deserve-far more 
input. 

I know the house is late. It's much 
too late to go all the way back to the 
drawing board. But if we reject this 
package now, I think we can make 
some adjustments to this package. We 
could reduce the level of tax increases, 
we· could inject some realism to the as
sumptions, and we could limit the 
growth of nondef ense spending. 

In this way, I think we can make 
some progress on the deficit without 
hurting the economy. 

Finally, Mr. President, an argument 
has been made on the floor that a vote 
for this budget resolution is a vote to 
keep the process moving. 

This argument is simply wrong. This 
budget resolution represents a blue
print for the country. It is not an in
ternal congressional document. It's a 
statement about what our priorities 
are as a nation- how much of our na
tional resources we will spend and how 
much we will tax. 

It represents a vote for principles as 
well as process. This Senator will not 
sacrifice principles for process. 

TAX INCREASES: UNWISE AND UNNECESSARY 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, we have 
heard repeated declarations that this 
latest budget agreement-like the one 
that was overwhelmingly rejected last 
week-includes tax increases; plus 
spending cuts; both of which will solve 
the Federal budget problems; and 
thereby help the Nation's economy. 

All of which is pure hokum, because, 
at best, it is exactly one-fourth cor
rect. It contains the largest tax in
crease-or maybe the second largest, 
depending on whose figures you be
lieve-in history. But that's about all 
that even borders on being accurate. 

Now as several Senators have dem
onstrated tonight, Federal revenues 
have more than doubled since the 
level in 1980-from $517 billion to 

$1.044 trillion. No one can convince me 
that our budget problems are the 
result of a lack of revenues. Yet this 
resolution calls for more than $134 bil
lion in tax increases over the next 5 
years. 

In fact, Mr. President, the only dif
ference I can discern in this resolution 
and the one that was rejected last 
week, is that it calls for even more tax 
increases and less spending cuts. At 
least with the first resolution, we 
knew what taxes were encompassed; in 
this one, nobody yet knows what taxes 
are encompassed. 

Mr. President, most economists 
agree that our economy is either on 
the verge of a recession, or already in 
a mild recession. Now you can ask a 
dozen first-year economics students 
what is the worst thing Congress can 
do when the economy is entering a re
cession. You will likely get the same 
answer from all 12: raise taxes. 

A huge tax increase, as required by 
this resolution, will harm our economy 
and lower the standard of living for all 
Americans. 

Some of the tax increases that have 
been discussed are particularly bad. 
The 12-cent increase in the gasoline 
tax will add to the hardship that 
Saddam Hussein has already inflicted 
on American consumers. 

Excise taxes on cigarettes, alcoholic 
beverages, and the like are always easy 
targets. But excise taxes always fall 
the hardest on the lowest income 
people in the economy. 

The so-called luxury tax is another 
easy target. Few, if any, of my con
stituents are likely to buy a $30,000 
car, or a $100,000 yacht, or a $5,000 fur 
coat. But I predict that if this so-called 
luxury tax is enacted, it will adversely 
affect each and every person in this 
country. 

Why? Because it is the first step 
toward a national Federal sales tax. 
Mark my words. Once a tax is created, 
it takes on eterna1 life-it never goes 
away. It always gets broadened and in
creased. 

The telephone tax is a perfect exam
ple. It has been scheduled to expire a 
number of times. Yet it is always ex
tended. 

Now what about the spending cuts 
encompassed in this resolution? As has 
been pointed out, it will be left up to 
the various committees. But if the so
called cuts encompassed in the previ
ous resolution are any guide-and I 
have every reason to believe that they 
will be-we will see cuts like: First, in
creasing the premiums for Medicare; 
second, imposing a host of user fees to 
generate additional income; and/ or 
third, requiring the Postal Service to 
pay billions to the Treasury. 

Mr. President, without arguing 
whether any or all of those are wise 
policies, they just are not what most 
people would consider spending cuts. 

Yet that is how they will be adver
tised. 

I have to admit, there will be some 
real, significant spending cuts-in de
fense. In fact, defense is the only pro
gram for which we would actually be 
spending less in 3 years than we are 
spending now. 

Washington is the only place you 
can ask your boss for a $10 raise, get a 
$5 raise instead, and go home and say 
you got a $5 pay cut. That is exactly 
how our budget operates. That is how 
Congress has managed to spend more 
money on programs throughout this 
decade and tell the American people 
that there have been massive cuts. 

Some are saying that at least it is 
better than a sequester. That is debat
able. If a sequester took effect, the 
President could manage it in a way to 
keep, on the job, meat inspectors, FAA 
personnel, and other essential Federal 
employees. 

Do I want to see a sequester? Of 
course not. It would be tremendously 
difficult and unfair to a lot of people, 
but it would not be the economic disas
ter that is being predicted for the pur
pose of scaring people into supporting 
this proposal. 

Is there a solution? I think so. 
Senator BURNS and I, and a few 

other Senators, have introduced a plan 
to force Congress to follow a simple, 
commonsense budget like every family 
in America must follow. It calls for no 
new taxes. It merely limits the amount 
that Congress can increase total Fed
eral spending each year to 4 percent. 

Under our plan, Congress could still 
increase spending by $45 to $50 billion 
each year-enough to cover Medicare, 
Social Security, Federal and military 
retirees, and other essential programs. 
Spending can even be increased in 
other programs-provided they are 
offset by savings in other areas. 

The General Accounting Office and 
the Grace Commission have identified 
hundreds of billions of dollars in Fed
eral waste. We could start making seri
ous efforts to attack that waste and 
use the money saved to either increase 
some programs where necessary, or 
reduce the deficit even faster. 

I said that our proposal is simple; 
but I am not saying that it will be 
easy. It is a drastic measure. It will re
quire Congress to make difficult 
choices. No one will have to go 
hungry, or lose their home, or the re
tirement security they have earned, 
but Congress will be forced to cut 
waste, and to eliminate unnecessary 
spending. 

Some people will not like it; the lib
erals who control Congress will hate it. 
But in the long run, our children, our 
grandchildren, and the country will be 
better off. 

Mr. President, we are in the eighth 
year of the longest peacetime econom
ic expansion in our history. Now we 
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must decide whether we shall pursue 
the path of economic growth or 
whether we will revert to the policies 
that brought us to the brink of nation
al ruin. 

Mr. President, I cannot in good faith 
support this latest budget agreement. 
With all due respect, the people will 
regard it for what it is-a turkey, flap
ping around Congress more than 5 
weeks before Thanksgiving. I am 
obliged to vote against it because it is 
more of the same bad medicine that 
has made the economy shaky in the 
first place. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, our de
mocracy has to be rebuilt by each suc
ceeding generation. Each generation 
of Americans must care enough about 
our country to breathe new vitality 
into the institutions of Government 
formed by our Constitution and en
trusted to our care. We who now 
occupy these seats in the Senate are 
the trustees of a great heritage passed 
on to us by the sacrifice and dedica
tion of those who have come before us. 

This is one of those moments which 
tests whether we are worthy to sit in 
the Senate and act as trustees for 
these great institutions. We are sur
rounded by desks once occupied by 
Webster and Clay and Calhoun, LaFol
lette and Taft, Truman and Vanden
berg, Humphrey and Goldwater. Will 
we prove worthy of the high standards 
of political courage which they have 
set? Will we have the strength to look 
past the polling results and look to the 
history books? 

We all know that the state of our 
economy is very fragile. If we demon
strate that we lack the will to truly 
deal with the budget deficit even when 
asked by the President and congres
sional leaders of both parties, we run 
the grave risk that the final vestiges of 
confidence in our economy will be de
stroyed. Such a loss of confidence 
could well do serious damage to our 
economy for decades to come and en
danger the future for the next genera
tion. 

This budget resolution is not perfect, 
but the alternative could well be eco
nomic chaos for our country. The risk 
of defeating it is too great. We cannot 
in conscience play Russian roulette 
with America's future. Tonight we 
must act as trustees worthy of our 
great system. We must not fail the 
American people. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, last 
year I said here on this Senate floor 
that I would not vote for another 
budget that did not have an honest 
deficit that more fairly reflects the 
annual increase in the national debt. 

More than $1 trillion have been 
added to the debt under Gramm
Rudman. Almost half of that debt 
buildup was not included, never men
tioned in the Gramm-Rudman deficit 
numbers. Our deficits have become 
moving targets and in large part 

hidden from the public, and this prac
tice must stop. 

Our $3.2 trillion debt will climb to $5 
trillion under this 5-year budget pack
age. And just as under Gramm
Rudman, the coverup will continue. If 
we indeed achieve $500 billion real def
icit reduction, we will still add $1.4 tril
lion more to the national debt. 

During fiscal year 1990 we paid in 
excess of $260 billion just in interest 
to pay for our massive debt. That in
terest that is not subject to sequestra
tion, that must be paid, will soon 
exceed the total amount we pay for 
defense. 

This budget resolution is the largest 
deficit reduction package we have at
tempted to achieve. But it fails to 
properly define the problem. 

The problem is debt. It is not deficits 
we need to reduce, as such. It is the 
piling up of debt-secret debt-that we 
must stop and then reduce. The only 
way to do this is to reveal to the public 
the full debt increases each year, the 
true deficits. Debt increase is the defi
cit; let us call it that. 

This budget resolution falls far short 
of this. Using the debt and deficit 
numbers included in this resolution, 
figures which are not realistic at all, 
there is a large difference in what the 
debt is estimated to increase each year 
and deficit numbers used. Using the 
figures in this resolution, using figures 
on the same page, we see that the 
cover up will continue. Our problem, 
our need, is a call for simple honesty 
in budgeting. 

Mr. President, I think the estimates 
in this resolution are far too optimis
tic, and the deficits are very mislead
ing. We can never achieve a balanced 
budget until we require an honest ac
counting of the Federal budget. Until 
we do this we will continue to coverup 
annual debt buildup that we cannot 
now afford. I cannot support the con
tinuation of this practice. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise to
night in support of the budget resolu
tion. As I understand it, this package 
does one thing, and one thing only: It 
commits this Congress to writing solid 
deficit reduction proposals to achieve 
$40 billion in savings for this fiscal 

· year and $500 billion over the next 5 
years. That is a goal we all can and 
should support. 

But I would like to make clear that 
my support for this goal will not 
extend to the reconciliation bill that 
implements the budget resolution if 
that bill does not do two basic things. 
First, and most importantly, it must 
add to, not subtract from, the progres
sivity of the Tax Code. Second, that 
bill must not ask for unreasonable sac
rifice from the most vulnerable mem
bers of our society: the poor, the elder
ly, the ill, and the children. In other 
words, to keep my support, the recon
ciliation bill has got to be fair. Deficit 
reduction involves cutting benefits, 

stopping programs, and raising taxes; 
there is no way to make those actions 
painless. But there are ways to make 
them fair. In the days ahead, I will be 
doing everything I can to make sure 
that we do deficit reduction, and that 
we do it in a fair and progressive way. 

I would also like to address the issue 
of the continuing resolution that we 
have passed tonight. There are three 
related issues which created the need 
for this stopgap funding measure: 
First, the House rejected the Presi
dent's budget proposal so, second, the 
President decided to take revenge by 
refusing to fund the government in 
the hope that, third, we will be under 
pressure to accept the same kind of 
plan we rejected. Let me comment 
briefly on each of those points. 

First, if the Senate had voted on the 
so-called bipartisan summit agreement 
on the budget, I would have voted 
"no." With all due respect to the 
people involved-with full recognition 
of the hard work they did, the good in
tentions they had-I simply did not 
think the plan was fair to middle
income Americans. But it should be 
clear to the President and to the 
American people that those negotia
tions were conducted in good faith. 
The Democratic and Republican con
gressional leadership worked hard to 
sell the agreement. So did the Presi
dent. There was no doublecross, there 
was no political gamesmanship. They 
did what they promised to do. And the 
Congress did what it was obligated to 
do: It listened to the American people 
and exercised its independent judg
ment and rejected the agreement. 

Second, while we rejected the budget 
agreement, we need not have rejected 
government; we did not need to close 
the enterprise down to make some 
rhetorical or political point. Some 
people say that by sustaining the veto 
we "kept the feet of Congress to the 
fire" and "generated the pressure 
needed to get an agreement." What 
nonsense, Mr. President. There is pres
sure on us now, and there is a giant 
fire ranging across the country. We 
don't need artificial, painful, and ex
pensive posturing. The President's de
cision to veto our first CR simply 
forced us to spend a day in debate in
stead of negotiations, and it allowed us 
to spend a day in partisan bickering in
stead of cooperative efforts. Rejection 
of today's CR would have had the 
same counterproductive effects. So I'm 
glad that we have at least passed the 
continuing resolution and can get on 
with the real business before us. 

Third, and finally, what is most de
pressing about all this is that we 
should have gotten a reasonable 
budget agreement some time ago. The 
budget resolution we are working on 
tonight is a step in the right direction. 
It will allow us to put together a pack
age that increases taxes on upper 
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income people, reduces the Medicare 
cuts, eliminates the 2-cents-a-gallon 
tax on home heating oil, helps the un
employed, and brings defense down to 
at least the House level. And, if politi
cal reality demands it, there is even 
room to give the President some sort 
of capital gains cut, not because the 
economy needs it, but because it may 
be necessary to get a deal. It does not 
take a brain surgeon to figure out 
what we need to do. The kind of plan 
we need equalizes the burden of real 
deficit reduction, it would deserve the 
support of the people, and it can com
mand the support of this Senator and 
50 other Members of this body. 

The President has characterized the 
continuing resolution we passed earli
er this week, and perhaps the one we 
will pass tonight, as business as usual. 
Mr. President, it is anything but that. 

Business as usual would have been 
to accept the budget summit package 
even though many of us had serious 
problems with its provisions and its 
overall progressivity. Business as usual 
would have been to blame the leader
ship and the President for forcing the 
package down our throats. Business as 
usual would have been to say this year 
that the summit package is the answer 
to all our deficit problems, and to say 
next year "Sorry, we're back for 
more.'' Business as usual would have 
been to pass the summit package by 
voice vote, and then to spend the rest 
of our lives giving speeches on how 
strongly we opposed it. 

Today is not business as usual. The 
budget resolution before us allows us 
to put together a deficit reduction 
package that takes into account the 
hundreds of thousands of calls and let
ters our offices have received. We are 
on new ground; we are starting to put 
together a real deficit reduction pack
age. We are trying to do so in a way 
that is fair. We're trying to do so in a 
way that puts the interests of the 
Nation before the interests of politics. 
That is not business as usual. 

I believe strongly that we are 
moving in the right direction. And I 
believe that this body and our leaders 
are capable of putting together a pack
age without the pain and waste of gov
ernment shutdown or sequester. Those 
actions are kind of political games 
that demean this institution and the 
Presidency. We have serious work on 
the budget to do. We don't have time 
for the kind of political brinkmanship 
that truly represents business as 
usual. I urge my colleagues to support 
the budget resolution and support 
movement toward a serious and fair 
deficit reduction package. 

"PAY-AS-YOU-GO" FOR ENTITLEMENTS 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President I would 
like to engage the distinguished chair
man of the Budget Committee, Mr. 
SASSER, in a colloquy on new program 
funding in this 5-year budget resolu
tion. As you know, I participate in a bi-

committee, bipartisan Senate working 
group that is working on legislation to 
expand access to health care for all 
Americans and to control rising health 
care costs. The working group intends 
to develop a self-funded program to 
accomplish this. It is a national trage
dy that millions of our citizens have 
no health care coverage. At the same 
time, health care costs are skyrocket
ing. This type of effort is absolutely 
critical for this country. I would like 
to inquire of the chairman as· to 
whether the budget agreement will 
allow for this type of initiative. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator 
from Michigan for his comments, and 
I want to say that I certainly agree 
with him that the lack of access to af
fordable health care for millions of 
Affierican citizens is a critical national 
problem. 

In answer to the question, I would 
say that the budget agreement does 
allow for new program funding on a 
pay-as-you-go basis. In other words, if 
there is to be a new entitlement pro
gram, that can be done as long as 
these new expenditures are paid for 
and do not increase the deficit. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the distin
guished chairman. I would further in
quire as to whether there is any re
quirement about the origin of the 
funding. For example, would it be pos
sible to fund this or any program 
through savings in unrelated pro
grams, or through new revenues or 
user fees? 

Mr. SASSER. Let me respond to the 
Senator, that, yes, as we envision it, 
the new pay-as-you-go mechanism 
would allow for new mandatory spend
ing initiatives if they were paid for by 
either reductions in other entitlement 
programs or revenue increases. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the chairman once again. His 
comments are appreciated. I would 
also li1'e to commend him for his ef
forts to develop a budget package. He 
has served the Senate admirably 
under very difficult circumstances. I 
know there are many members of Con
gress in both bodies and on both sides 
of the aisle who believe that action 
must be taken to address this critical 
issue. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I am going to support this conference 
report, though I do it with great reluc
tance. 

I am opposed to the budget summit 
agreement that the President and con
gressional leaders developed last week. 
If this conference report simply adopt
ed the proposals in that agreement, I 
would vote against it. 

As I explained in my statement to 
the Senate on Friday, I was opposed to 
the budget summit agreement for four 
primary reasons: It was unfair to New 
Jersey, to working, middle-class Ameri
cans, to the elderly, and to the future 
of this country. It was unfair to New 

Jersey because the taxes it would have 
imposed would fall disproportionately 
on our State. It was unfair to the 
middle class because it proposes taxes 
that would have fallen disproportion
ately on them. It was unfair to the el
derly because of its deep cuts in Medi
care. And it was unfair to the future 
because it would have overspent on 
the Pentagon and underinvested in 
education, infrastructure, and other 
key domestic areas. 

Today, though, we are not voting on 
the budget summit agreement, nor are 
we voting on the particular policies in
cluded in it. Today we are voting on a 
budget resolution. And a budget reso
lution is not a vehicle for changes in 
the law, or the enactment of specific 
policies. A budget resolution simply 
sets general outlines of a fiscal policy. 

It specifies how much we will spend, 
but it does not say how we will spend 
it. It specifies how much we will have 
in revenues, but it does not say how 
those revenues are to be raised, or who 
will pay. It specifies how much we will 
save through changes in existing law. 
But it does not say which changes are 
to be made. In other words, Mr. Presi
dent, there is much that this budget 
resolution does not do. But it does do 
several important things. First, it 
moves the congessional budget process 
forward. It sets out targets for overall 
deficit reduction goals, and it assigns 
committees particular goals for con
tributing to these overall goals. These 
are important steps. 

But more importantly in the current 
context, I am hopeful that the confer
ence report will prevent the Govern
ment from remaining closed down. As 
my colleagues know, the President has 
made adoption of a budget resolution 
a prerequisite to his signature of the 
continuing resolution. Although I find 
that position unnecessary and unwise, 
it is reality that we cannot ignore. It 
also would be wrong to ignore the 
problems that would be created by 
continued Government closure for all 
citizens and for our Nation's Federal 
employees, who are charged with ad
ministering essential programs. 

Finally, Mr. President, adoption of 
the conference report offers the hope 
of real progress on our Nation's seri
ous deficit problem. The general 
framework of this conference report is 
roughly similar to the earlier version 
defeated in the House, in that it would 
produce about $40 billion in deficit re
duction in the first year, and $500 bil
lion over 5 years. However, it is a very 
different document. Let me explain 
how. 

The House resolution included as
sumptions of specific policies that 
committees were expected to approve 
in the reconciliation process. The Fi
nance Committee was to produce $60 
billion in Medicare cuts, several in-
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creases in excise taxes, and a handful 
of new tax loopholes. 

But this conference report takes out 
those specific recommendations. It 
does not mandate particular Medicare 
cuts. It does not mandate excise tax 
increases. It opens no new tax loop
holes. 

This conference report simply tells 
the Finance Committee to go out and 
find a certain amount of deficit reduc
tion. It tells the committee that you 
can shape the details as you see fit. 
You do not have to hit Medicare as 
deeply as we saiq earlier. If you want 
to tax the richest of the rich, rather 
than hitting the middle class, you can. 
So long as you meet your overall goals, 
you are free to act as you like. That, 
Mr. President, is the essential function 
of a budget resolution in our system. 
It is nothing unusual. 

But having said all this, I want to 
emphasize that just because I will sup
port the conference report, I will not 
support the reconciliation bill if it fails 
the fairness test for New Jersey and 
its citizens. 

In fact, if that reconciliation bill 
looks much like the budget summit 
agreement, I will vote against it. If it 
treats my State of New Jersey unfair
ly, I will vote against it. If it treats 
working, middle class Americans un
fairly, I will vote against it. If it treats 
elderly Americans unfairly, I will vote 
against it, too. 

I am not going to prejudge the rec
onciliation bill, though, since neither I 
nor anyone else can know what will be 
in it. I'm going to give the committees 
in this body a chance to do the right 
thing. If they succeed, I will vote for 
the reconciliation bill. But if they do 
not, I will oppose them and rise to 
def end the interests of my State, poor 
and middle class families, and the el
derly. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the budget resolution. 

We have heard a great deal over the 
last few days of the need to sacrifice. 

We have heard that we all must be 
prepared to tighten our belts to con
trol the budget deficit. 

Mr. President, I agree with those 
statements. 

And I would be willing to bite the 
bullet and vote for a package that in
cluded an across-the-board freeze or 
even some deep cuts in programs close 
to my heart. 

But this budget cuts far too deeply 
into Medicare and imposes an inequi
table tax burden on middle and lower 
income Americans. 

In addition, I am very concerned 
about the impact of gasoline tax in
creases and the highway funding for
mula on rural States like Montana. 

But because time is short I will to
night focus on an issue that has not 
gotten sufficient attention in the 
budget debate-the drastic cuts in the 
farm program. 

In the debate on the budget we have 
heard so many numbers thrown 
around that it is easy to lose perspec
tive. 

Supporters of every program claim 
that their ox is being unfairly gored. 

FARM PROGRAM CUTS 

But the reality is that the fastest de
clining major Federal program is the 
farm program. 

In 4 short years, annual spending on 
the farm program has shrunk from 
$24 billion to $10.6 billion. 

In other words, the farm program 
has already absorbed a cut of more 
than 60 percent. 

But now we are faced with a budget 
resolution that cuts an additional $13 
billion from the farm program over 5 
years. That amounts to a 20-percent 
cut by 1995. 

If this budget resolution passes, 
farm program spending by 1995 would 
be less than 50 percent of today's 
level. 

And this includes only the nominal 
cuts. If inflation is considered, the 
1995 farm program could be as little as 
10 percent of the 1986 farm program. 

Already annual farm program spend
ing represents less than 1 percent of 
the Federal budget-about 2 percent 
of the cost of the savings and loan 
bailout. 

IMPACT UPON RURAL AMERICA · 

But thos~ numbers seem cold and 
impersonal. 

And we have all heard stories of rich 
farmers feeding at the Government 
trough. Surely, those rich farmers can 
absorb some cuts. 

But, Mr. President, those cases are 
by far the exception and not the rule. 

The average farmer in America 
makes a litte more than $13,000 per 
year-a few thousand dollars above 
the poverty level. 

A recent CBO study predicted that if 
farm program spending stayed at cur
rent levels, 500,000 farmers would be 
forced off of the land in the next 5 
years. 

In other words, we would lose one in 
every four farmers in America. 

I have not been able to obtain a 
CBO analysis of the additional cuts in 
the budget. 

But if we project linear increases it 
means that we could lose 750,000 to 
1,000,000 farmers by 1995. One out of 
every two or three would be forced out 
of farming. 

Mr. President, that would be noth
ing short of a disaster for farm States 
like my own. 

When the farmers go out of busi
ness, the rural communities built 
around them disapepar. 

Within a few years, we will see more 
and more ghost towns in Montana, 
South Dakota, North Dakota, and Ne
braska as a result of these budget cuts. 

THE FARM PROGRAM AS AN INVESTMENT 

Mr. President, we must stop think
ing of the farm program as a program 
only for farmers. 

The fact is that anyone that eats has 
an interest in the farm program. 

We already spend less than one 
fourth of what the Japanese and the 
Europeans pay for their farm pro
grams. 

And on top of that, consumer focd 
costs in the United States are the 
lowest in the developed world. 

The farm program has provided us 
with a wholesome, stable supply of 
food since the Great Depression. 

And if we are willing to make the in
vestment, it will go on supplying us 
with food for decades to come. 

With the multibillion cuts being con
sidered it is easy to lose sight of the 
farm program. But isn't a stable 
supply of food worth 1 percent of our 
budget? 

Isn't a stable farm program worth at 
least as much as the space program? 

Isn't it worth one-thirtieth of the 
amount we spend on defense to secure 
a supply of food? 

And isn't it worth a few billion dol
lars to keep rural America alive? 

Mr. President, I believe it is. 
And I plan to vote against this 

budget. I hope to work with my col
leagues to devise a budget that is 
fairer to American agriculture. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 
budget resolution before us tonight is 
silent on whose taxes are going to be 
raised and by how much. While this 
approach is not specifically unfair to 
middle-income Americans, it does not 
off er any assurance that middle
income Americans will not be asked to 
carry tons of deficit reduction while 
those making over $200,000 a year 
don't even work up a sweat. We risk, 
by passing this resolution in its cur
rent ambiguity, adding momentum to 
a legislative vehicle which could come 
roaring back at us in a couple of weeks 
loaded with many of the objectionable 
features of the budget summit agree
ment. 

In addition, this budget resolution 
does not correct the flaw in the budget 
summit agreement relating to the 
baking in for 3 years of the numbers 
for defense and domestic discretionary 
spendj» J. For instance, this budget 
resolution makes it virtually impossi
ble for us for 3 years to shift resources 
from the relatively high defense budg
ets, to wit, $288.9 billion, $291.6 billion, 
and $291.8 billion in budget authority 
for fiscal years 1991, 1992, and 1993 re
spectively, to meet other growing chal
lenges of interest to all Americans in 
areas such as education, the environ
ment, and the war on drugs. I recog
nize that any credible deficit reduction 
plan must include restraint on spend
ing. However, it is unnecessary and 
unwise for us to transform this vehicle 
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for deficit reduction into a vehicle for 
Pstablishing defense and nondefense 
priorities for the next 3 years when 
the world is changing so rapidly. 

Mr. President, in voting against this 
budget resolution, I am not saying 
that I will not give a full review to the 
reconciliation legislation which will be 
reported out of committee pursuant to 
it. This Nation must have a real, credi
ble reduction in the deficit. I am, how
ever, saying that in order for me to 
consider supporting that legislation it 
must meet the test of achieving credi
ble deficit reduction in a manner con
sistent with fundamental fairness to 
middle-income Americans and their 
long-term interests. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I will 
vote for the budget resolution to avoid 
Government from shutting down and 
hurting a lot of innocent people. This 
is not a final vote on the budget or its 
components. Unlike the agreement 
from the budget summit, this is a vote 
only to move the process to the com
mittees. I will base a final budget vote 
on what comes out of the committees. 
I will fight in the Finance Committee 
to make sure that middle-income tax
payers will not have their taxes in
creased while the wealthy get more 
tax breaks. This resolution raises no 
specific taxes. I will not hesitate to 
vote against a final bill that increases 
taxes on middle income taxpayers. I 
will also fight to protect senior citizens 
from dramatic increases in health care 
costs. 

Finally, I still believe that the de
fense budget is too high and I will con
tinue to push for deeper cuts in de
fense. We cannot ask senior citizens to 
reach ever deeper into their pockets 
for medical care while the Pentagon 
squanders scarce resources on obsolete 
missions and superfluous forces. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, 4 nights ago, I said on this floor 
that the debate over this budget pack
age had gotten very noisy and very 
complicated. In the aftermath of the 
vote of the House of Representatives, 
it has gotten noisier and more complex 
by several orders of magnitude. I hope 
the lessons of the last 5 days are not 
lost on all of us. 

The budget summit was an unprece
dented compromise among Democrats 
and Republicans, leaders of the House 
and Senate, and the President of the 
United States. And the rejection of 
that agreement by majorities in both 
parties in the House was likewise un
precedented. H.L. Mencken cynically 
observed that democracy is the art of 
running the zoo from the monkey 
cage. By abandoning our leadership, 
we have partially proved his observa
tion. We should be thankful that we 
are close to restoring order tonight. 
The American people are understand
ably upset and frankly fed up with it. 
There is no need for further delay or 
posturing; let's do our duty tonight. 

Mr. President, this all boils down to 
one simple, vital question. What is the 
most important obligation of this Gov
ernment at this time? My answer is: 
reduce the fiscal deficit. Every other 
obligation, for once, has to take a back 
seat to that. 

Our recent history, over the last 
dozen years, has been exactly the op
posite. Everything, at one time or an
other has taken precedence to the def
icit. Cutting taxes. The military build
up. Farm programs. AIDS. The drug 
wars. Foreign military aid. Child care. 
And so on. In the process, the Ameri
can people have lost a war of attrition 
against Federal debt. 

This package represents a day of 
reckoning for all of that. Finally, we 
have a chance to make a decision, as a 
united government, to be responsible. 
Having participated in 1985 in a failed 
attempt to do just that, and having 
seen the bitter consequence of inac
tion, I am praying the Congress will 
find the guts to do the right thing this 
week. 

Mr. President, it is clear to me from 
the calls I have received this past week 
from my fell ow Minnesotans that we 
have failed to convince people of the 
seriousness of the problem of the defi
cit. We have failed to communicate 
that a problem of this seriousness de
mands solutions of the magnitude con
tained in the budget summit agree
ment. We cannot ever seem to agree 
on the nature and impact of the defi
cit, that it is not just a creation of 
Congress, or Washington's problem. 

I say to the thousands of Minneso
tans who have taken the time to write 
or call that I am grateful to each one 
of them. Many more of them called to 
oppose the summit agreement than to 
support it. Many of them expressed 
fear, and most were angry. Some indi
cated their intention to withhold their 
vote from me or anyone who support
ed this agreement. 

So my vote tonight will not satisfy 
many. Possibly, my actions in the Fi
nance Committee over the rest of this 
process may be seen more positively. 
Most of the details of this package will 
be settled there. 

The biggest area of concern for Min
nesotans and for me is the Medicare 
part of this budget. There has been 
great concern over proposed increases 
in premiums. That is not a problem 
unique to Medicare. People of all ages 
have expressed fear over the sharp 
rise in the cost of health care. Medi
care has been insulated to a large 
degree from some of the pain all insur
ance holders have felt, and it will con
tinue to be. We · will work for the 
soundest, fairest financing package we 
can. 

We will also deal with the proposed 
tax on home heating oil which has an 
adverse and disproportionate impact 
on Minnesotans. It is my hope that we 
can defeat it. 

Edmund Burke said that a Repre
sentative owes his constituents both 
his industry and his judgment. As I ex
ercise my best judgment tonight, in a 
way that many of you will disagree 
with, all I can say is I value your input 
but believe the greatest good is served 
in another way. 

Mr. President, several years ago, I 
used to tell a joke that went like this: 
Question: Why were there so many 
heros at the Alamo? Answer: Because 
there was no back door. Since this 
agreement was announced on Sunday, 
many of our colleagues have been 
looking for a back door of some kind. 
My hope and my conclusion, Mr. 
President, is that there is none. 

Mr. President, I was ready to vote 
for the package the House defeated 
last week. The package before us is 
only cosmetically different from what 
was defeated 4 days ago. It makes ex
plicit what most of us must have as
sumed anyway: that some flexibility 
was necessary in the Finance and 
Ways and Means Committees to hit 
revenue and savings targets in the way 
that made the most policy sense. As a 
member of the Finance Committee, I 
obviously welcome that flexibility. For 
those colleagues who fear putting that 
kind power in the committee's hands, 
you need only look at the recent histo
ry of our committee and our record of 
producing moderate, consensus bills. 
For House Members of the minority, 
who have not always seen such behav
ior from the Ways and Means Com
mittee, I can assure them that we have 
no intention of bowing to the House. 

Mr. President, before we label this a 
"bad" agreement, as many have done, 
we must ask compared to what? 

Is the sequester the right policy for 
America? 

Is it balanced? Is it fair? Of course 
not. 

Gramm-Rudman-Hollings has done 
its job. It has raised the cost of inac
tion to an intolerable level. To put it 
another way, it has cut through the 
political fog to expose the true cost of 
inaction by providing a glimpse of the 
fiscal chaos we will reap if we don't 
make changes. 

Well what about the other alterna
tives? It would probably be instructive 
to have Members bring their own indi
vidual plans to the floor here and put 
them in a pile. It would be a kind of 
budgetary Tower of Babel. We don't 
lack for ideas. 'V'hat we need are ma
jorities to pass them and carry them 
out. 

The deficit is not an abstraction or 
an illusion. It is an obligation incurred 
on behalf of American taxpayers 
present and future. It jeopardizes our 
economy and it compromises our sov
ereignty as a nation. Our inability to 
say no got us into this, and saying yes 
to every interest group with a problem 
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with this package is not going to get 
us out of it. 

Two of the finest speeches I have 
ever heard were made on the floor of 
the House last week just before the 
House vote. The first was by BILL 
ARCHER, ranking member of the Ways 
and Means Committee. He finished 
with these simple, eloquent words he 
described his days after he leaves the 
Congress: "I will not sit and tell my 
grandchildren that I failed to make 
the tough decision to lift this debt 
from their shoulders." 

And my dear friend and colleague 
from Minnesota, BILL FRENZEL, who is 
one of the finest men to ever serve the 
Congress, said this: 

Our test is sterner than any we have faced 
since I have come to Congress. And for us 
"good news" people, who do not like to lay 
on taxes, and who hate to cut expenditures, 
it is going to be particularly difficult. But 
remember, we can begin down that path to 
fiscal sobriety. And for all of you that I 
have importuned over the years, that I have 
harangued and pleaded and begged to 
reduce spending, for me personally, there 
could not be any finer monument than the 
passage of this budget resolution. 

Their high ideals will be fulfilled in 
this vote tonight. I ask unanimous 
consent that their full statements 
appear at the end of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi

dent, I have been around this city for 
12 years now. I think the thing that 
disturbs me most about how we oper
ate, and how I operate, is that we have 
the ability to do microscopic analysis 
of parts of a problem, and at the same 
time be totally blind to the whole. 

Yes, there is unfairness in elements 
of this package. I concede that. But 
how important are those concerns up 
against the catastrophic and wanton 
unfairness of the deficit itself? This 
generation spending hundreds of bil
lions of dollars it does not have, and 
passing the bill to our children. Can 
anything be more unfair or more in 
need of our attention than that? 

Mr. President, we do not have a 
range of options to choose from. We 
cannot go back to the drawing board 
and remake the compromise to make 
it more to our liking. There are only 
two real alternatives: the sequester or 
the summit agreement. A vote against 
this agreement is a vote for the se
quester, or a decision to do nothing at 
all. 

The deficit is either the most impor
tant thing, or it is not. My vote says it 
is. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Congressional Record, Oct. 4, 

1990] 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, when I first saw 

this budget agreement on Monday, all of 
the objectionable features reached out to 
me, and, to say the least, I was disappointed. 

But I learned many years ago, that before 
you make a hasty decision, it is far better to 
count to a legislative 10, and I went home 
and I counseled with my wife, and I shared 
my concerns. And as the night wore on, I re
alized that I could not get hung up on indi
vidual pieces in this agreement, but that it 
was far more important to look at the whole 
and what impact it would have on our coun
try and on generations to come. By morn
ing, I realized that this was the best we 
could do. 

I cannot stand here and tell you that if 
you fail to vote for this package there will 
be a recession, or that if you do vote for this 
package there will be a recession. No econo
mist knows, but I can tell the Members this 
country is in desperate need of a fiscal fix. 

If Churchill were here today, he might 
possibly say that this is the worst possible 
budget agreement, until you consider all of 
the other realistic alternatives. Sequestra
tion clearly is not a realistic alternative, per
haps for a few days, but those who accept 
that, and seem to wish it, will come quickly 
back to this body in a short time, demand
ing that many parts of it be lifted. 

The Congress itself has never before in its 
history been able to produce this type of 
package. Individual Members working to
gether through committees, through the 
budget process have been unable to do so, 
and after months of deliberation this year, I 
am convinced this is the best that we can 
do. 

Neither Democrats by themselves nor Re
publicans with the President, can pass a 
budget package. It can only be done by bi
partisan effort. 

In all of the years that I have been on the 
Committee on Ways and Means, I have only 
voted for one tax bill. That was in 1981, 
which was a tax reduction. That was easy. 

And it is now time to pay the bills. We 
have run up consecutive deficits for the last 
19 years, and I say to my Democrat friends, 
not just during the last decade. The last bal
anced budget was in 1971. We are leaving 
these massive deficits as a legacy to our chil
dren and to our grandchildren, and I do not 
serve in Congress to be a party in bestowing 
such a burdensome legacy. 

Socrates 400 years before Christ, said that 
when the masses of the people find they can 
vote themselves prosperity from the public 
treasury, democracy is no longer possible. 

This is a historic test for our republic, our 
democracy. Democracies easily handle the 
easy decisions, but stumble on the tough 
ones. 

Today is that watershed moment in our 
country's history where we will look back 
and say we did the right thing, as tough as 
it was, and as objectionable as some of the 
features of this package are, because, yes, 
our children and their children deserve it. 

Could I have devised a better budget? Cer
tainly. Give me 217 votes. But would it pass 
without giving me 217 votes? And the 
answer is no. 

I feel that many Members on both sides 
want an easy package. There is no such 
thing as deficit reduction of $500 billion 
that is a happy package for anyone. 

When I first ran for Congress, Barry 
Goldwater came to my district, and I must 
confess he was one of my ideals in politics. 
There was a rumor that he would not run 
again, and I asked him, "Are you going to 
run again?" He looked at me and said, "Bill, 
I have thought about it, and I want to 
retire. I feel that I have earned it. I want 
my privacy and my private life, but I will 
not one day sit with my grandchildren on 

my knee and tell them that I did not do ev
erything that I could to make a better 
future for them." He ran again. 

And I will not sit and tell my grandchil
dren that I failed to make the tough deci
sion when I had a chance to lift this debt 
from their shoulders. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, tonight we 
have been treated to a rare display. I do not 
know if the forensics are better than that 
which we have enjoyed in the past, but cer
tainly at least from the summiteers you 
have seen expressions of sincerity which I 
think are hard to match, at least in my 
career in the Congress. 

We have heard the gentleman from Cali
fornia CMr. PANETTA] and the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] and the 
gentleman from Illinois CMr. MICHEL] and 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT] tell you why they think this is what 
we need to do tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to stand here and 
agree with each of them, that they and we 
have done the best that we can do at this 
point, and what remains for the House is to 
push this matter through by passing this 
budget resolution, and letting the commit
tees of jurisdiction begin work on reconcilia
tion. 

All of those speakers spoke a little bit 
about President Bush, too. I have heard 
many of you say it will be painful to vote 
for this bill. How painful was it for Presi
dent Bush to accept the fact that there 
would be substantial new taxes? How pain
ful was it for him to have come to ask each 
and every one of us personally if we could 
give him his vote? He, who has worked so 
hard and suffered so much for us. And I say 
this particularly to the Republicans, for we 
are the divided Government. We are the mi
nority which can get rolled at any time by 
the majority, and our only defense is our 
President and our ability to sustain a veto 
every now and then. 

Here is one time when he and we jointly 
are asking Members to stand up with us and 
give this country a chance to get its feet 
back on the path toward fiscal sobriety. 
Over the past two decades we, all of us, have 
managed to become the world's largest 
debtor nation. The U.S. Congress thankful
ly somehow has made us the world champs 
in one respect: We owe more money than 
anybody. 

This may not be the best resolution in 
town, but I guarantee you, it is the only res
olution in town. 

And as Bon MICHEL correctly pointed out, 
each of us could do better. I think I could 
get maybe 80 votes for mine, which is much 
better than that. I doubt many of you could 
get that many. 

This happens to be a good resolution be
cause it saves $500 billion and places the 
country's feet on the path toward that de
sired fiscal sobriety. 

It is enforceable. Will it all be enforced? 
No. Will we save all of the $500 billion? No. 
We will have some slippage. We always do. 
But with the enforcement in this package 
and the 5-year reconciliation, we have the 
best chance that we have ever had to actual
ly make the savings that we claim we are 
going to have. 

We can change all of this bad record to
night, or we can at least begin changing it. 
This package will take us to a unified 
budget surplus before fiscal year 1994. By 
fiscal year 1995 it will have taken our spend
ing back to only 18112 percent of GNP, our 
rough average for the past two decades, and 
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5 percent less than we expect to spend in 
fiscal year 1991, the fiscal year approaching. 

That is a pretty good record, a monumen
tal achievement, I believe. And Alan Green
span says it passes the credit market test, 
and so does his predecessor, Paul Volcker, 
and so do Martin Feldstein, Ronald Rea
gan's CEA, and so does Jim Lynn, who was 
Jerry Ford's budget man, and Charles 
Schultz, who was Jimmy Carter's Director 
of the Budget, and Herb Stein, who was the 
Chairman of the Council of Economic Ad
visers for President Nixon. All these men 
say this fits the bill, that it passes the test. 

Now the question is are we going to pass 
the test? Are we going to have the courage 
to stand back and to go against a few phone 
calls and a few letters we have got from 
people who want to keep getting the same 
benefits that they have been getting over 
the years? 

I have often said to the Republicans that 
I see us all as a bunch of cake eaters. We are 
afraid to lay on new taxes. We think that is 
naughty. We do not want to cut any spend
ing. We do not want to deny any of our con
stituents anything. 

We will tonight pass what I call the cake 
eater test if we can pass this budget resolu
tion. We will prove that we can eat a little 
bread and maybe some of us, certainly 
myself, will have to eat a little crow, because 
none of us is going to like this budget reso
lution. But as I said before, it's all we got. 

Our test is sterner than any we have faced 
. since I have come to Congress. And for us 

good news people who do not like to lay on 
taxes, and who hate to cut expenditures, it 
is going to be particularly difficult. 

But remember, we can begin moving down 
that path to fiscal sobriety. And for all of 
those of you that I have importuned over 
the years, that I have harangued and plead
ed and begged to reduce spending, for me 
personally there could not be any finer 
monument than the passage of this budget 
resolution. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I intend to 
vote against the budget resolution pre
sented to the Senate today. 

Five days ago, I announed that I op
posed the budget summit agreement 
and would vote against the budget res
olution needed to carry out that agree
ment. At that time, I said the budget 
agreement was unfair in placing the 
heaviest burden of deficit reduction on 
the elderly, and the heaviest burden of 
new taxes on middle and lower income 
families and individuals. 

I objected strongly to taxing the ne
cessities of life such as home heating 
oil, and to eliminating one of the few 
programs that help first-time home 
buyers of modest means to buy a 
home. 

Fortunately that budget resolution 
was rejected-not only by me but by 
the American people and by the Con
gress. 

We have now been presented with a 
revised budget resolution. And it is 
frankly an improvement over the 
original resolution. But the resolution 
still leaves open the possibility, and 
indeed the probability, that the final 
result will still be large cost increases 
for the elderly in the Medicare Pro
gram, and heavy increases in excise 
taxes that hit hardest at the middle 

and lower income families and individ
uals. 

The resolution leaves open the possi
bility that a tax ultimately will be im
posed on home heating oil. 

In addition, the revised resolution 
contains inadequate reductions in de
fense spending, and actually requires 
smaller spending cuts in agricultural 
support programs than did the origi
nal budget resolution. 

For all of these reasons I will vote 
against this budget resolution. I em
phasize at the same time that I do not 
believe the Federal Government 
should be brought to a standstill while 
the Congress and the administration 
seek a better solution to the budget 
problems. I believe the President's 
veto on Saturday or the continuing 
resolution permitting the Government 
to continue its operations was an error 
and I regret that the House of Repre
sentatives failed by a narrow margin 
to override that veto. 

Disruption of essential Government 
services contributes nothing to resolv
ing budget disagreements. Such dis
ruptions impose penalties on the 
American people for budget and politi
cal disagreements that are not their 
fault. Accordingly, I will vote in favor 
of a continuing resolution to permit 
continued operation of the govern
ment while the Congress and the ad
ministration work out a good budget 
agreement. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will 
vote for the budget resolution because 
it moves the budget process forward. I 
did not support the previous plan, and 
I have reservations about this one, but 
it appears the negotiators moved 
much of the burden of deficit reduc
tion off the elderly Medicare benefici
aries and on to those in very high 
income brackets. 

This is not the final agreement
that will come in 2 weeks. But this 
vote will move the process forward. I 
will look for further improvement 
before voting for the final package. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
had intended to give my closing re
marks and then Senator DOLE, but the 
distinguished Senator, Mr. THURMOND, 
wanted 2 minutes, so I will yield 2 min
utes to him. The only remaining 
speakers on our side are Senator DOLE 
and myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the budget resolu
tion. It is not what I want. It is prob
ably not exactly what any person 
wants, but we must resolve this matter 
and bring the first step in the budget 
process to a close. 

The American people are wondering 
what in the world is wrong with the 
Congress. We have been working on a 
budget for weeks and months. Now is 

the time for action. The American 
people want action. We must support 
this resolution. 

Earlier, remarks were made about 
the senior Senator from Georgia, the 
able chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee. I want to commend him 
for the sound position he has taken 
with regard to defense spending. This 
position will protect the security of 
this Nation. We have turmoil all over 
the world. We cannot afford to cut de
fense any more than he is advocating. 
In his behalf, I want to say I stand 
with him, and I hope the Senate will. 

Mr. President, I hope we will stand 
together on this budget resolution, I 
commend the able Republican leader~ 
the Senator from New Mexico, the 
able ranking member on the Budget 
Committee, the other Members who 
have been involved, for their hard 
work. I ask my colleagues to support 
this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield myself 10 
minutes, and then our only remaining 
speaker is Senator DOLE. 

Mr. President, I see my friend the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Georgia on the floor. He raised some 
issues about interest rates. I only have 
10 minutes, so let me say to my friend 
I will not use my time to explain how I 
see the interest rates, but I believe the 
assumptions in the budget agreement 
are rational. In due course I will have 
printed in the RECORD why I believe 
they are not out of line with reality 
for a budget resolution. 

Having said that, let me suggest that 
I want to break my remarks up in 
three parts. First, I want to talk about 
what we are doing and why we are 
doing it, and, second, I want to discuss 
what is going to happen if the commit
tees who are supposed to put this to
gether do not do their job. 

Let me start by saying the issue 
before us is whether or not the U.S. 
Senate and the U.S. House in the next 
15 or 20 days will have the courage to 
change programs of the Federal Gov
ernment sufficient to make the sav
ings that their respective committees 
have been directed to do in this budget 
resolution. That is hard work. I can 
just say to the chairman and ranking 
member of Governmental Affairs 
Committee, and to the chairman and 
ranking member of Finance, "You had 
better get ready. You have about 4 or 
5 days, not 40 or 50 days, about 4 or 5 
days to put in place in your committee 
the savings that are mandated in this 
budget resolution." I am going to give 
you a rule of thumb. If no one is com
plaining and you are not hearing from 
the American people and from lobby
ists, you are not doing your job. Be
cause what we have instructed in this 
budget resolution cannot be done 
without pain. 
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I am not going to bother to talk 

about who and how, but I tell you, 
there are not very many ways to 
achieve the savings that are better 
than those that the summit arrived at. 
You may find some other savings pro
posals. But if you really are going to 
do the job, you are going to come out 
pretty close to what the summiteers 
arrived at after weeks and weeks of 
discussion and meetings. 

So I hope you will have in front of 
you what was agreed to by the budget 
summit. There are many who are 
saying they are upset, and we should 
never have a budget summit again. 

Well, if we do this right, we will not 
need to do it again. But I tell you, I do 
not apologize for the summit agree
ment because I guarantee you, for all 
the pious remarks about doing it an
other way and all the demands that 
we should wait for our committees, I 
guarantee you if you did not have that 
summit, you would not be here to
night with a package that recommends 
a $500 billion reduction. I bet my life 
on it. I mean, who would do it? If you 
did not have Gramm-Rudman, which 
everyone criticizes, you would not even 
have had the budget meetings, and 
you would not have had this kind of 
deficit reduction until the United 
States of America went broke. That is 
about the time you would have it. 

So why do we not forget about the 
budget summit? We went out to An
drews Air Force base and learned a lot. 
I heard House Members who were sup
posed to know so much about Govern
ment saying, "I never knew it was so 
tough to cut the deficit of the United 
States." It is nice and easy and pious 
to say "freeze." But, what about Social 
Security? What about Medicare? 
These Senators that run around and 
say, "Everything is growing too much, 
claiming it is Senator BYRD'S Appro
priations Committee." The entitle
ments are going up 14 to 15 percent. 
Some are going up 17. How come? Sen
ator BYRD cannot change those. We 
have to change them. And some of 
those have to be changed through a 
budget reconciliation bill. If not, we 
are not going any-where. So that is my 
first point. 

My second point is we would not be 
doing this if we were not worried 
about our country. And it just stands 
tO reason that sooner or later, you 
have to cut the deficit. You might 
have gone on another year, but how 
many more? Borrowing the kind of 
money we are borrowing from all over 
the world raises interest rates for 
those who want to buy houses, and for 
Americans who want to build a busi
ness. With interest rates outlandishly 
high, we cannot grow. 

We are pursuing this deficit reduc
tion package so that we can grow, so 
that we can leave something for our 
children, and so that working men and 
women can have some hope that the 

private sector of America has a chance 
to continue to grow. We did not do it 
because it is neat and because it is nice 
to be on the summit. We did it because 
the country demands it. I do not mean 
demands it in the sense that the coun
try is standing out there ready to whip 
us. A great country demands the best 
of its leaders. Anyone that does not 
want to vote for this resolution may 
have all kinds of legitimate reasons. 

Let me tell you, the most important 
thing is my third point. This resolu
tion is meaningless if the committees 
of this Senate do not comply with the 
reconciliation directives. And tonight 
the Senator from New Mexico is going 
to vote for this budget and recom
mends anyone that wants to get the 
deficit down to vote for it. Those who 
do not, I hope we get a good enough 
reconciliation bill to get your vote for 
it. 

Let me say that this budget resolu
tion is meaningless if the committees 
of this U.S. Senate find ways to use 
smoke and mirrors to get out of their 
responsibility. As one summiteer, I am 
going to recommend to our leader that 
if they do that, we are going to bring 
an amendment here to the floor and 
fix it. 

So, I guess I am saying, Mr. Chair
man and ranking members the good 
times are gone. The times when you 
can fool around with all those num
bers in your reconciliation bills, when 
you call on those smart guys and say, 
"Hey, did you used to work on the 
Budget Committee?" "Yes." "Do you 
know how to fix this so I do not have 
to do anything hard?" They say, "Sure 
do." Well, that is not going to work. At 
least I hope it is not going to work. 

The last part is, we must change the 
budget process to enforce what we 
have committed to here tonight. For 
those who say defense has not been 
cut, all of the discretionary savings in 
this proposal are from defense-$180 
billion. For those who say discretion
ary is coming down, yes, it is, all be
cause of defense. If we did not happen 
to have defense coming down at this 
particular moment in history, we could 
not do this. Where would we get $180 
billion? We got it solely from defense. 

We do have caps on the discretion
ary accounts for 3 years, defense, do
mestic and foreign. We have a new en
forcement process that we agreed 
upon that will enforce the caps, pro
vide for an extension of Gramm
Rudman-Hollings, and do some other 
things that will help the appropriation 
process not bear the full burden of 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. Those are 
all written up. 

I, for one, want to say to those who 
asked the Senator from New Mexico 
yesterday and the day before to sup
port this budget, that I am supporting 
it. But I guarantee you that I am not 
going to support a reconciliation bill 
that does not produce the savings in 

the budget summit agreement. I am 
not going to support a reconciliation 
bill that does not have the reforms in 
the budget process to show the Ameri
can people, who are going to take 
some pain, that the savings are real. 

For those who say this is unbal
anced, I want to give you three num
bers. I think it is balanced. Listen to 
how balanced it is. Thirty-six percent 
of the savings in this package come 
from discretionary accounts. For those 
who said before you tax, cut spending, 
well, there is 36 percent. Another 22 
percent comes from mandatory and 
entitlements. That is domestic spend
ing, not military. It is not just appro
priations; it includes mandatory and 
entitlement spending. If my arithme
tic is right, 36 and 22 is 58. Fifty-eight 
percent is from reducing expenditures, 
if you pass the reforms that make it 
happen. And 30 percent taxes. 

I think that is a pretty fair package. 
To repeat, 36 percent cuts in discre
tionary; 22 percent from entitlements; 
30 percent from taxes. I say tonight, I 
have done my job, and I enjoyed it. I 
am not embarrassed or abashed about 
having been a summiteer. You would 
not be here but for the summit, and I 
was pleased to be part of it. 

Now let us see if the members of the 
committees, all of whom want deficit 
reduction, many of them came to the 
floor and told us how to do it; let us 
see if they get it in the next 5 or 6 
days. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that reasonableness of interest 
rates in the budget agreement be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
INTEREST RATE ASSUMPTIONS IN THE BUDGET 

AGREEMENT 

Real interest rates are what matter for fi
nancing the budget deficit. 

The administration projects real interest 
rates to be approximately the same in 1991 
as this year and slightly lower in 1992. 

And real interest rates are projected to de
cline only modestly in later years, back to 
more normal historical levels. 

These are modest improvements if we 
carry out real sustained deficit reduction. 

Chairman Greenspan has confirmed that 
implementation of a budget agreement is a 
necessary condition for lower interest rates 
and continued economic growth. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I see 

the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia on the floor. Does he wish 
some time? 

Mr. BYRD. I do not wish time, 
except to thank the distinguished Sen
ator from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER] for 
the excellent work that he has done 
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throughout the long and difficult days 
at the so-called summit. 

Let me, for one, say that I do not 
intend to ever attend another summit. 
I have had my belly full of summits. 
But I want to thank him. I attended 
the summit, and we summiteers have 
undergone and experienced a great 
deal of castigation, calumny, and op
probrium, but we did our best. I think 
we did a pretty good job. 

I want to thank the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. SASSER]. I want to 
thank Mr. DOMENIC!, the ranking 
member of the Budget Committee. I 
also wish to thank Mr. BENTSEN, the 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
and Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, his counter
part in Ways and Means. I want to ex
press my gratitude to Mr. HATFIELD, 
my own counterpart on appropria
tions, and I also express appreciation 
to the majority leader and the minori
ty leader for the work that they did at 
the summit. 

Mr. DOLE, I think, attended all of 
the sessions there, and whatever suc
cess may have been achieved can be 
attributed to the dedication of the 
Members of the Senate and House 
who attended. But I have had enough 
of summits, as far as I am concerned. I 
think this resolution is imperative. I 
did not intend to speak, because I 
think everybody has their minds made 
up as to how they are going to vote. 

I think it is imperative, however, 
that we adopt this resolution. It takes 
us to the next phase in the budget 
process. We could not bring out a rec
onciliation measure unless this resolu
tion is passed instructing the commit
tees as to what they must do in regard 
to raising revenues and reducing out
lays and so on. 

It is a far more serious matter than 
the American people believe. This 
country is operating right now under a 
$1.434 trillion budget. If anyone is in
terested in knowing how much a tril
lion dollars is, at $1 per second, it 
would take 32,000 years to count a tril
lion dollars. The national debt is 
$3.189 trillion. How much time is left? 
I might take it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee has 3 minutes 
25 seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. It takes me that long to 
get warmed up. 

In 1981, domestic discretionary 
spending was $157 billion. 

The budget at that time was $678 
billion. Domestic discretionary spend
ing constituted 23 percent of the total 
budget. Today, fiscal year 1991, we are 
looking at that budget; domestic dis
cretionary spending is $171 billion. It 
has increased $14 billion since 1981, 
from $157 to $171 billion, while the 
total budget has increased from $678 
billion in 1981 to $1.434 trillion. In 
other words, the budget has increased 
$756 billion over what it was in 1981. 
Now domestic discretionary spending 

constitutes 11.9 percent of the total 
budget; whereas 10 years ago it consti
tuted twice that much, 23 percent. 

We do have a third deficit, the in
vestment deficit, the infrastructure 
deficit in this country. Our roads are 
falling in. The bridges are crumbling 
and falling down. We need waste water 
treatment facilities and water quality 
facilities. We need to improve our 
rivers, our harbors, our airways, our 
railways, and our mass transit. And we 
are not doing it. 

That is why I am fighting to in
crease domestic discretionary spend
ing, and we are doing it. That is what 
we agreed on at the summit. 

To those who wish to further cut do
mestic discretionary spending, I say we 
have had enough and it is time we in
vested in our country. Any company 
that does not invest in its plant, equip
ment, and its people is going to fail. 
We have not been investing in our 
plants and equipment. I have just de
scribed how our domestic discretionary 
spending has been going down in rela
tion to the entire budget and in rela
tion to GNP. 

A country that does not invest in its 
people, that does not train them, that 
does not educate them, that does not 
invest in its plant and equipment, its 
roads, its bridges, its railways, its wa
terways, is going to fail. It is not going 
to be able to compete with other coun
tries. 

Mr. President, I will not belabor the 
Senate further. I urge the Senate to 
approve this resolution so that we can 
go on to the next step and develop a 
reconciliation bill and get on with our 
efforts to deal with this terrible 
budget deficit, $3 trillion. It is a terri
ble debt, $3.189 trillion. 

I thank the Senate and yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I under
stand that many in this chamber will 
vote for this second budget resolution 
as did many of our colleagues in the 
House. They will vote for this measure 
in order to let the congressional proc
ess work, in the hope of a final Recon
ciliation Bill that will reduce the defi
cit in a manner that reflects their 
values and priorities. They will also 
vote for it in the hope that the Presi
dent will agree to sign a short-term 
continuing resolution to keep the Gov
ernment in business. I support a short
term continuing resolution because it 
would be absurd to shut the Govern
ment down: It would produce chaos 
and be unfair to American taxpayers. 

However, while I understand the 
thinking of those who will vote for 
this second budget resolution, I do not 
share that thinking and will vote 
against this second budget resolution. 

Why? Because this budget resolution 
establishes parameters for tax in
creases, entitlement reductions, and 

defense spending that are inconsistent 
with my values and priorities and 
those of the people I represent. Oper
ating within these constraints, I find it 
very hard to imagine that the commit
tees can produce a budget I can sup
port. I hope I am wrong if this meas
ure passes, and that fair package that 
reflects my priorities will come before 
the Senate. If it does not, I will try to 
change it and if that fails, oppose the 
reconciliation bill as well. I am also 
highly skeptical of the basic economic 
assumptions on which this budget res
olution is based. With this budget res
olution, as with the last one, the key 
assumptions behind the budget projec
tions are wildly optimistic. This 
budget assumes, for example, that in
terest rates will drop below 5 percent 
in just a few years. As a result of as
sumptions like this, the massive reduc
tions that are projected in the out 
years are phoney. With most of the 
$500 billion savings coming in the out 
years and driven by inflated assump
tions, the package as a whole is seri
ously flawed. 

Some say we have no option other 
than to pass this budget resolution. 
They maintain that as much as they 
disagree with it that it is the best that 
we can achieve and develop a reconcili
ation bill the President will sign. I 
reject that argument. I believe Con
gress should pass the budget that best 
reflects the majority of this body. If 
this is it, I reject it. If we can do 
better, let's do so. If we pass a better 
budget and reflect that in a better 
budget resolution, and the President 
vetoes it, then we, and more impor
tantly, the American people, will know 
why we are forced to enact a bad 
budget deal. 

So, Mr. President, I believe it would 
be wiser to pursue another option. 

And that is to reject this budget res
olution and pass a short-term continu
ing resolution. This would keep the 
Government operating for a few days, 
while we develop and consider a 
budget resolution that more fairly dis
tributes the unfortunate but necessary 
pain of deficit reduction. If we pass 
this budget resolution I fear we have 
stacked the deck in favor of more 
taxes, and probably unfair ones; more 
cuts in programs people need; exces
sive spending on unnecessary weapons 
systems; and agribusiness subsidies 
and tax giveaways to oil and gas com
panies and the superrich. 

Mr. President, the original summit 
agreement produced a budget resolu
tion which was unacceptable to a ma
jority in both parties in the House. It 
was rejected because it did not reflect 
the wishes of the American people. It 
was not fair to the middle class and to 
lower income Americans. It was not 
fair to the elderly with excessive cuts 
in Medicare. It was not fair to Massa
chusetts people and would not have 
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been helpful to an economy already in 
recession in my state and teetering on 
the brink of recession nationwide. 

Today we are considering a budget 
resolution that in some ways is an im
provement on the earlier proposal. As 
I understand it, this second agreement 
would reduce the cut in Medicare, very 
slightly increase the cut in defense, 
possibly eliminate the 2-cent tax on 
heating oil, and probably modify the 
business tax incentive package. It 
would also leave the committees of 
Congress with a great deal more lati
tude in developing a bipartisan legisla
tive package to implement the broad 
policies outlined in the second Budget 
Agreement. 

However, I am still gravely con
cerned with the parameters within 
which the development of specific 
policies will occur. I am concerned 
that the budget resolution could result 
in a reconciliation bill that remains re
gressive and unfair to working people. 
I am concerned that the Reconcilia
tion measure may force too great a 
deficit reduction on the elderly, our 
veterans, and society's most vulnerable 
people. I am concerned that the de
fense spending figure is too high, par
ticularly with the exclusion of the 
costs of Desert Shield. And, I am con
cerned that the reconciliation bill may 
not be fair to Massachusetts or con
sistent with restoring economic 
growth. I can understand the possibili
ty of producing a better reconciliation 
bill under this agreement than under 
its predecessor. And I hope that would 
be the case. But I see insufficient evi
dence that that would be the case. 
And I must vote on the evidence and 
not on some vague hope, even if that 
hope is widely shared. 

Mr. President, I believe that it is also 
necessary that some Democratic Sena
tors remain uncommitted to this 
budget agreement in order that we act 
as a counter weight to Republican op
ponents of the budget resolution. It is 
important that Democratic Senators 
send a message to the committees 
working out the details of the reconcil
iation package. It is critical that they 
recognize that a passable bill must be 
one that responds to Democratic as 
well as Republican concerns. I do not 
want the lopsided vote in the House to 
suggest to the committees that they 
must lean to the rich and the right 
during their deliberations. Passage of 
a reconciliation bill is essential. But we 
must not lose track of the fact that 
this reconciliation bill is more impor
tant than any we have passed before. 

This reconciliation bill will lock in 
the fiscal priorities for this nation for 
the next five years. It is imperative 
that committee members understand 
that they must not only overcome Re
publican objections if it is to pass, but 
also concerns shared by many Demo
cratic members, including many of 
those who will vote for this resolution. 

As I said before, I am not convinced 
that the budget agreement reflects 
adequate attention to savings that I 
believe can be made in many areas, 
particularly in wasteful and unneces
sary weapons systems, excessive subsi
dies to wealthy farmers, and in closing 
tax loopholes to the oil and gas indus
try and to the wealthiest of Ameri
cans. 

I am willing to make the tough 
choices because they must finally be 
made. But I am not willing to make 
the wrong choices for the people of 
Massachusetts. And I am not afraid 
that the tax and spending configura
tion on this budget resolution will 
produce that result. I am unwilling to 
start down this slippery slope. For 
once we begin to descend, reversing 
ourselves will be difficult if not impos
sible. 

Therefore, I intend to vote against 
the revised budget agreement: First, in 
the hope that a better agreement can 
quickly be reached; second, to remind 
committee members that some Demo
cratic Senators are watching their 
work carefully and will oppose a final 
reconciliation bill that is unfair to 
working people if the second budget 
resolution is enacted. 

Whether we pass this budget resolu
tion or not, I supported the short-term 
continuing resolution that delays se
questration for the duration of the 
continuing resolution. It is absurd that 
we would continue to strangle the op
eration of the Federal Government 
until our people turn blue. We must 
keep the critical functions of Govern
ment operating, while we work to 
forge a better budget, a budget and ul
timately a reconciliation bill, that 
truly reflects the values, priorities, 
and sense of fundamental fairness of 
the American people. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have remaining on 
our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time allocated to the Senator from 
Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. How much time re
mains on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico has 3 min
utes and 22 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
have one speaker remaining, the Re
publican leader. I ask unanimous con
sent that he have 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chair recognizes the Senate Re
publican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first of 
all, I want to thank President Bush for 
starting this process several months 
ago. It has been a bipartisan process. 
We have had our ups and downs. We 
have had our problems, and we had 
the summit and we have been out at 
Andrews Air Force Base. A lot of us 
were frustrated, and some of us are 

still frustrated. Some of us want to 
reduce the deficit but do not touch 
Social Security, do not raise taxes. do 
not touch Medicare. do not touch agri
culture, but $500 billion is not enough. 
the same speaker will say. 

I have beard all those speeches and 
they are great. But they do not reduce 
the deficit. And those who say no new 
taxes that is fine; that is your position, 
stick with it. Some of us who would 
not take pledges on taxes remember 
certain things that happened. 

I certainly urge my colleagues on 
this side of the aisle to support this 
budget resolution. The American 
people want leadership not speeches. 
They may disagree with us. They may 
vote against us. But they have chil
dren and they have grandchildren. 
And if we do. not act now, when? If we 
are not capable, who is going to act? 

I have said for the past several years 
the biggest problem we have in Amer
ica is the deficit. Boy, we hear great 
speeches on the Senate floor. I do not 
question anyone's motives but sooner 
or later we have to make tough 
choices. This is only a budget resolu
tion. It is important, do not misunder
stand me. 

I thank the chairman, Senator 
SASSER, and Senator DOMENIC!. They 
did a lot of hard work. I thank the 
other members of our team, Senator 
GRAMM, Senator HATFIELD, and Sena
tor PACKWOOD on this side, and all 
others who were summiteers. I do not 
apologize for anything, except we 
spent a lot of time in the last 30 days. 
We have been night and day on the 
budget, 2 o'clock in ·the morning, 3 
o'clock, 4 o'clock in the morning, mid
night, all weekends. 

We made an agreement and I hope 
we can stick by that agreement that 
we would each furnish at least half 
the votes, Republicans half of their 
votes, Democrats half of their votes. 

I cannot help what happened in the 
House. I may not agree with it. I think 
they let the President down. I think 
they let the country down when they 
rejected the budget summit agreement 
because, as the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico says, you can take a 
look, you can try everything else, and 
sooner or later you are going to come 
back to just about where we were. It is 
not easy to save $500 billion in a bal
anced package. 

But this is the U.S. Senate. And we 
have a bit more flexibility. We have 6-
year terms for a specific purpose so we 
can make harder choices. So I do not 
quarrel with the House of Representa
tives~ I was there for 8 years and I un
derstand the frustration, particularly 
if you are a Republican in the minori
ty and have never had to govern, never 
been in the majority. 

It is frustrating. But I believe we are 
on the right track. I want a majority 
on this side so that I can go to Senator 
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MITCHELL and others on the other side 
and say, listen, we are players in this 
game, and if we do not follow the 
guidelines in the reconciliation process 
we will not deliver any votes if we ~an 
help it on this side of the aisle. That is 
what we all agreed to do. 

Some of my friends say, oh, well, 
what about the gas tax? There is noth
ing about a gas tax in here. What 
about this-some who I heard argue 
before-there is no specificity in the 
budget resolution. If you put it in 
there, they argue take it out. I want 
my committee to make the judgments. 

I remember when I was chairman of 
the Finance Committee I argued with 
the Budget Committee every year, 
"Do not tell me what to do with the 
budget deficit; we will tell you what to 
do." I learned that from ROBERT C. 
BYRD. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. The Republican 
leader did, too. 

Mr. DOLE. He is a great teacher. 
So in any event, we know pretty 

much what the agreement is going to 
be. It is going to be tough. It is going 
to be hard to vote for, and it is not 
going to pass the Senate unless Re
publicans and Democrats support it. 
So nobody is going to engage in fun 
and games and try to fool anybody. If 
so it is not going to pass. If it should 
pass . on a party line vote, it will be 
vetoed. I understand when the Presi
dent signs a CR he may issue certain 
guidelines on what he expects in the 
reconciliation. 

They have a $13 billion cut for agri
culture in this, if you look at the 
budget summit agreement. It is in 
here but I have an inkling, it is prob
ably going to be somewhere. And I am 
from a farm State. It is an entitlement 
program. Thirteen billion dollars is a 
lot of money for agriculture, but so is 
paying additional interest for farmers, 
and so is inflation for farmers. You 
add up what 1 percent interest rate 
means to farmers, more than 3 percent 
in target price or 1 percent inflation. 
My farmers want to be part of the so
lution not part of the problem. 

Gas tax-oh, that is a bad idea, but 
that is only why we are over in the 
Persian Gulf, or in the gulf; the gulf 
crisis is all about oil. So we do not 
want any good policy. Do not have a 
gas tax because people do not like a 
gas tax. They are for cigarette tax, 
business taxes, liquor taxes, beer 
taxes, and wine taxes, unless they 
smoke or drink. 

But a lot of people drive. And you 
take a poll and say, do you want to 
contribute to the gulf crisis and help 
our boys over there? Oh, yes, 89 per
cent. Do you want to pay 1 penny 
more in gas tax? No, 73 percent. 

I do not know what the answer is 
unless we have leadership. I have a 
feeling the American people are about 
6 months or a year ahead of us and 
have been and continue to be and they 

are fed up with this whole process, be
cause they do not understand it. 

We were out at Andrews Air Force 
Base so long we could have been called 
up or retired. I went over to the Offi
cer's Club one night and there were 
some civilians over there, retired offi
cers. They said, "What are you guys 
still doing here? You have been here 
all week." That was only the 5th day. 
They were still eating over there on 
the 10th day. They like it there. The 
rates are good. And we were still there 
the 10th day. They did not understand 
it. They are only normal human 
beings. 

And we were running this up and 
down the tree, the capital gains and 
the bubble. They had not heard of the 
bubble in the Officer's Club. The 
buddly they heard of, but not the 
bubble. [Laughter.] 

So we have an opportunity tonight 
to take a step forward to keep the 
process moving. 

We had a rather raucous caucus this 
morning on our side. I apologize to 
anybody I may have offended, prob
ably everybody who was there. But we 
want to move the process forward. 
The President of the United States 
wants to move the process forward. 
One of my responsibilities is to repre
sent the President of the United 
States. And I am proud to do that. We 
want a majority vote on this side. In 
fact, we want more than a majority 
vote on this side to demonstrate our 
commitment to deficit reduction. 

I think a lot of people forgot what 
this is all about. It is about deficit re
duction. It is not about the gas tax or 
the cigarette tax or Medicare. In the 
long run, it is about deficit reduction, 
and our children and our grandchil
dren. 

So the easy vote is no. Just vote no. 
It is too much this or it did not do 
enough of this or I will not vote for 
this. And that is fine, as long as we 
have a majority. 

And keep in mind the tough vote is 
coming-reconciliation. That is the 
law. The President does not sign the 
budget resolution. He stayed out of 
this process. He does not sign the 
budget resolution. But he is going to 
sign the reconciliation or he is going to 
veto the reconciliation. He is going to 
sign it if it is fair and if it meets his re
quirements and our requirements in 
the Congress and sort of lives up to 
the budget agreement. If not, he is 
going to veto it. 

Finally, I thank the majority leader 
and all of our colleagues on each side 
of the aisle. This has been a long, 
tough, tough process. Whatever hap
pens, whatever the vote is, we thank 
you for your patience and your toler
ance, because this has not been an 
easy job. 

And the distinguished Senators from 
New Mexico and Texas and the two 
Senators from Oregon who have been 

on the firing line day after day in the 
process, I particularly thank them; 
and also the members of our staff who 
have gone through this for the past 
several months. 

I think we have done a pretty good 
job, not perfect. We could all do a 
better job. I think at one time we had 
at least, 46 plans on this side and we 
only have 45 members; DoMEN1c1 had 
2. [Laughter]. And that is the way it 
goes. But this is what we have. This is 
it. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "aye" 
for the United States, vote "aye" for 
the senior citizens, the farmers, the 
business people, the workingmen, the 
workingwomen, the children, the 
grandchildren who want to have a 
future, too. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be per
mitted to address the Senate for 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, 
Members of the Senate, midnight is 
not ordinarily harvest time, but it is 
tonight. Tonight, we reap the bitter 
harvest of a decade of national indul
gence. For 10 years, the American 
people have been told they can have it 
all-more for defense, more for Medi
care, less in taxes. Way down deep, in 
our national heart of hearts, we all 
knew it was not true. But it was easy 
to believe, easy to ignore the truth, 
easy for a nation to indulge itself. And 
our Na ti on did. 

That is why in the past few months 
we, the elected representatives of the 
American people, have been caught in 
a crossfire. From one side, we have 
been hit with the insistent demand 
that we reduce the deficit. The Ameri
can people know and we know that we 
cannot go on each year spending hun
dreds of billions of dollars more than 
we take in. But from the other side 
has come with equal insistence fierce 
resistance to higher taxes or lower 
spending. 

Oh, of course, everyone is for less 
spending in the abstract. Few are for 
it in the specific. That is why there 
have been many speeches in this 
Senate calling for deep cuts in some
thing called entitlements. I have lis
tened and I have yet to hear one 
speech calling for deep cuts in Medi
care or Social Security. But we all 
know that Medicare and Social Securi
ty are entitlements and the largest. 
We all know the problem. We all know 
the solution. And it has to begin here 
tonight. 

This is not a perfect resolution. 
Every Senator who wants to vote 
against it, who wants to find a reason 
to justify a no vote, can say it does not 
do this exactly the way I would like to 
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see it done. We have 100 Senators and The PRESIDING OFFICER. <Mr. 
we have 100 perfect plans for reducing PRYOR). All time has expired. 
the deficit, if only the other 99 knew The Senator from Tennessee. 
as much as each one did.- Mr. SASSER. I was just going to in-

Well, this does not do everything quire of the Chair if all time had been 
every Senator would like, but it is a be- yielded back? 
ginning. Its is a real beginning. It is a The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
serious beginning. . time has expired. 

The single most important contribu- The Chair will advise the managers 
tion that we can make to America's that the yeas and nays have not been 
economic future is to bring the deficit ordered. 
down so interest rates can come down. Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
High interest rates are the greatest ask for the yeas and nays. 
barrier to the expansion of our econo- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
my. The need to provide jobs for our there a sufficient second? 
people, jobs in a free market economy, There is a sufficient second. 
the best social program ever devised, The yeas and nays were ordered. 
the best solution to our economic The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
problems, the best way to have pro- question is on agreeing to the confer
ductive families, living in decent ence report. The yeas and nays have 
homes with their children going to been ordered. The clerk will call the 
good schools; in short, to give Ameri- roll. 
can families a chance to achieve the The legislative clerk called the roll. 
American dream. That is what we can Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
help contribute to if we vote for this Senator from California [Mr. WILSON] 
budget resolution. is necessarily absent. 

Those who vote no, I respect their The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before 
sincerity. I disagree with them and the vote is announced, the Senate 
theirs is not the answer. But we simply rules prohibit expressions of approval 
must pass this resolution and we have or disapproval from those in the gal
committed ourselves on both sides of lery. 
the leadership to have a majority of The result was announced, yeas 66, 
votes, a majority of Democrats and a nays 33, as follows: 
majority of Republicans. 

I want to say to my Democratic col
leagues, we simply must meet our com
mitment. The American people do not 
think we are serious about the deficit. 
They do not think we are serious 
about managing the economy in a re
sponsible way. We have got to begin 
here and now with this vote to prove 
that we are. 

I urge my colleagues: vote yes for 
this resolution so we can begin the 
process of writing into law a fair and 
responsible and meaningful plan to 
reduce the deficit. 

The budget resolution is not a law. It 
does not go to the President for signa
ture. It is an internal mechanism by 
the Congress which enables us to pro
ceed to write the law we can all then 
vote on in a couple of weeks. So there 
is not any excuse here to say "I did 
not vote for this because it cut this 
program" or "It raised that tax." It 
does not do that. That is going to be 
up to the committees to recommend 
and to bring back to us in the reconcil
iation bill. If you do not like it then, 
then you can try to change it or vote 
no then. But that is not an excuse for 
voting against this resolution. 

I urge my colleagues: vote yes. Let us 
be serious and let us begin to harvest 
what we have sowed over this past 
decade. Let us try to begin now, and 
make sure that one decade of national 
self indulgence is enough. This Nation 
cannot stand two decades of national 
self indulgence. A yes vote ends one 
and begins a new decade. 

I thank my colleagues. 

[Rollcall Vote No. 261 Leg.] 

Adams 
Akaka 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Dixon 

Armstrong 
Baucus 
Burns 
Coats 
D'Amato 
DeConcini 
Exon 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 

YEAS-66 
Dodd McClure 
Dole Mctzenbaum 
Domenici Mikulski 
Duren berger Mitchell 
Ford Moynihan 
Fowler Murkowski 
Garn Nunn 
Glenn Packwood 
Gore Pryor 
Graham Reid 
Hatch Riegle 
Heinz Robb 
Inouye Rockefeller 
Jeffords Rudman 
Kassebaum Sarbanes 
Kennedy Sasser 
Kerrey Simpson 
Kohl Specter 
Lau ten berg Stevens 
Leahy Thurmond 
Lieberman Warner 
Lugar Wirth 

NAYS-33 
Hatfield McCain 
Heflin McConnell 
Helms Nickles 
Hollings Pell 
Humphrey Pressler 
Johnston Roth 
Kasten Sanford 
Kerry Shelby 
Levin Simon 
Lott Symms 
Mack Wallop 

NOT VOTING-1 
Wilson 

So, the conference report was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues for their patience 
and effort on this matter. Many per
sons contributed much effort to this 
result. I thank all of them. 

I especially want to thank my friend 
and colleague, the distinguished Re
publican leader, without whose efforts 
this result would not have been possi
ble. I am very grateful for his contin
ued cooperation and support, as we 
both recognize the difficult task lies 
ahead with respect to the reconcilia
tion bill. I think this is a good begin
ning toward that objective. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that there be a 
period for morning business with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO MS. BLANCHE 
BLAUVELT 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I come 
before the Senate today to recognize 
the achievements of Ms. Blanche 
Blauvelt of Stowe, VT. 

For 25 years Blanche Blauvelt has 
volunteered her time at Copley Hospi
tal in Morrisville, VT. She was also in
strumental in the establishment of the 
Copley Auxiliary Second Chanr.e 
Store. 

During those 25 years, Copley has 
seen many volunteers come and go and 
served thousands of patients. The one 
constant throughout these years has 
been Ms. Blauvelt's service to Copley 
Hospital and the people of Vermont. 

Copley now has over 100 volunteers, 
but this has not always been the case. 
When she first began, Ms. Blauvelt re
calls how she and a handful of others 
were called upon to do whatever 
needed to be done at that particular 
instant. She thinks fondly of those 
earlier years, but is glad to see so 
many giving their time today and the 
expanded efforts and greater organiza
tion that this has brought about. 

Copley Hospital is one of the fine 
rural hospitals Vermonters rely upon 
for their health care needs. I have 
spent the day with the people at 
Copley and seen firsthand the warmth 
of volunteers such as Blanche Blau
velt. The patients benefit from their 
care and the staff has come to depend 
on the support of Blanche Blauvelt 
and the rest of the volunteers at 
Copley. 

For the record, I would like to 
submit an article from the Times 
Argus of Barre, VT, dated August 9, 
1990, that acknowledges the dedica
tion and commitment of Ms. Blauvelt 
to Copley Hospital. I join in their 
praise and extend my thanks and the 
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thanks of her fellow Vermonters for 
all of her work. 

I wish her eontinued success with 
the hospital and hope she fulfills her 
dreams of helping out at Copley until 
the youthful age of 90 or 100 years 
old. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CThe Times Argus, Aug. 9, 19901 

STOWE WOMAN MARKS 25 YEARS AS A COPLEY 
HOSPITAL VOLUNTEER 

Blanche Blauvelt of Stowe has been serv
ing as a volunteer at Copley Hospital in 
Morrisville for 25 years-and she still loves 
every minute of it. "Back when I started 
there was no volunteer director or any
thing-just a group of us who came to do 
whatever we could. We helped nurses 
change beds, put away office files and did 
everything in general. Now everything is 
wonderfully organized. We have schedules, 
know exactly what to do each day-and I 
think this way we really are better able to 
be of help," she added. 

During Blauvelt's years with Copley she 
has seen many changes and feels the hospi
tal has evolved into an outstanding rural 
health care facility. She especially enjoys 
working "up on the second floor" where vol
unteers deliver patients' mail, offer cheerful 
assistance to patients and visitors alike, and 
often run assorted errands. 

"On the floor you meet more people and 
really stay in touch with the hospital," she 
noted. 

Blauvelt was one of the original organiz
ers of the Copley Auxiliary Second Chance 
Store but; once that was well established, 
she returned to spend more time in the hos
pital. 

There are nearly 100 men and women who 
give of their time and talent to Copley Hos
pital and their efforts are of benefit to us 
all. Through their work, the hospital saves 
time and money executing a variety of 
tasks. Through the volunteers' concern for 
the community, patients and their families 
get a helping hand and a cheerful smile
part of the general TLC that has become a 
tradition at Copley. 

"This place is great! I love being able to 
volunteer here. It is very rewarding working 
with such a fine team. As long as my health 
allows it, I plan to continue-perhaps until 
I'm 90. Who knows? Maybe I'll still be help
ing here when I'm 100," Blauvelt comment
ed with a gleam in her twinkling eyes. The 
folks at Copley certainly hope so. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 2:05 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee on conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the concurrent resolution 
CH. Con. Res. 310) setting forth the 
congressional budget for the United 
States Government for the fiscal years 
1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995. 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
joint resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 666. Joint resolution making fur
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1991, and for other purposes. 

ENROL:.ED BILLS SIGNED 
At 7:47 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has 
signed the following enrolled bills: 

S. 247. An act to amend the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act to increase the effi
ciency and effectiveness of State energy 
conservation programs carried out pursuant 
to such Act, and for other purposes; 

S. 830. An act to amend Public Law 99-
647, establishing the Blackstone River 
Valley National Heritage Corridor Commis
sion, to authorize the Commission to take 
immediate action in furtherance of its pur
poses and to increase the authorization of 
appropriations for the Commission; 

S. 2437. An act to authorize the acquisi
tion of certain lands in the States of Louisi
ana and Mississippi for inclusion in the 
Vicksburg National Military Park, and for 
other purposes; and 

H.R. 4758. An act to provide for the con
struction, operation, and maintenance of an 
extension of the American Canal at El Paso, 
Texas. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. INOUYE, from the Select Com

mittee on Indian Affairs, with an amend
ment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 2297. A bill to reauthorize certain provi
sions relating to Indian alcohol and sub
stance abuse prevention and treatment pro
grams <Rept. No. 101-510). 

S. 2895. A bill to provide for the renegoti
ation of certain leases of the Seneca Nation, 
and for other purposes <Rept. No. 101-511>. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. ExoN, Mr. 
CONRAD, and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 3170. A bill entitled the "Commodity 
Credit Corporation Relief Act of 1990"; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 3171. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to survey sites associated 
with the relocation and internment of Japa
nese and Japanese-Americans during World 
War II, to provide for suitable identifica
tion, preservation, and interpretation of 
such sites, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, 
Mr. BOREN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 

EXON, Mr. CONRAD, and Mr. 
KERRY): 

S. 3170. A bill entitled the "Com
modity Credit Corporation Relief Act 
of 1990"; to the Committee on Agricul
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION RELIEF ACT 
•Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce legislation to provide 
emergency repayment of Iraqi debts 
guaranteed by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation by liquidating Iraqi assets 
in the United States. 

Since Iraq's invasion of Kuwait the 
United States has imposed a number 
of economic sanctions against Iraq. 

On August 3, 1990, the President im
posed an embargo on Iraq and froze 
substantial Iraqi assets in the United 
States. Precise estimates of the value 
of the Iraqi assets frozen are not avail
able, but they appear to be worth sev
eral hundred million dollars. 

In retaliation, Iraq took a number of 
steps, including suspending payments 
on debts to creditors in the United 
States. 

On September 19, Iraq took the ad
ditional step of seizing all assets of na
tions supporting the U.N. embargo of 
Iraq. 

This included an as yet unspecified 
amount of U.S. assets. 

Iraq now o-.ves creditors in the 
United States about $2.6 billion. 

This includes about $1.9 billion in 
loans to Iraq guaranteed by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture for loans 
to purchase U.S. agricultural exports. 

If Iraq defaults on these debts, 
USDA's Commodity Credit Corpora
tion would be forced to pay off the 
loans. 

These debts would cost the CCC ap
proximately $900 million in fiscal year 
1991 alone. 

That would be a tremendous drain 
on CCC assets that are already drawn 
thin to support the farm program. 

My legislation would direct the 
President to liquidate a portion of 
Iraqi assets sufficient to repay their 
debts to United States creditors-par
ticularly the Department of Agricul
ture. 

The point of this legislation is 
simple. 

American farmers are already suffer
ing because of the Middle East crisis in 
many ways. 

Farmers are paying drastically 
higher fuel prices because of the 
threat to the flow of oil. 

Farmers alse stand to lose hundreds 
of millions in sales to Iraq because of 
the embargo. 

But if we do not take action, farmers 
will also be effectively forced to pay 
off Iraqi debts out of the farm pro
gram. 

This is simply unacceptable. 
Iraq has seized United States assets. 

It is now time for us to follow suit. 
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This legislation is cosponsored by protected and the role of pharmacists 

Senators BOREN, DASCHL'li:, EXON, is enhanced. 
CONRAD, and KERRY. 

We must move to pass this critical 
legislation quickly. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the legislation appear directly 
following my statement. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 3170 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

(A) FINDINGS 
(1) The Commodity Credit Corporation of 

the U.S. Department of Agriculture is now 
guaranteeing loans to the Government of 
Iraq valued at $1.9 billion; 

(2) Default on these loans by Iraq force 
the Commodity Credit Corporation to pay 
$900 million in loan guarantees in the next 
fiscal year; 

(3) Paying these loan guarantees could 
cause the Commodity Credit Corporation 
and the farmers that depend upon it in sub
stantial financial distress. 

<B> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law the President is directed to-

(1) to vest title in a portion of the proper
ty in which transactions have been blocked 
pursuant to Executive Order 12722 of 
August 3, 1990, which portion shall be equal 
to the total amount of obligations owed to 
the United States Government and the 
United States nationals for which Iraq has 
suspended repayment; and 

<2> to liquidate such property and pay the 
United States creditors the amount of the 
obligation referred to under paragraph (1). 

<C> In the event that property liquidated 
under subsection <B><2> is less than the total 
amount of obligations described in subsec
tion (B)(l), then obligations the repayment 
of which is guaranteed by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall be given priority in 
the payment of creditors. 

<D> The President is authorized to waive 
action under the section if he determines 
that such action would not be in the nation
al interest.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

s. 2319 

At the request of Mr. GARN, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
CMr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2319, a bill to amend the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act and the Federal 
Credit Union Act to protect the depos
it insurance funds, to limit the deposi
tory institutions, credit unions, and 
other mortgage lenders acquiring real 
property through foreclosure or simi
lar means, or in a fiduciary capacity, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 2605 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2605, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro
vide mechanisms to control Medicaid 
drug prices while assuring that benefi
ciaries receive quality medical care, 
physicians' prerogative to prescribe is 

s. 2956 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Florida 
CMr. MACK] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2956, a bill for the relief of Ben
jamin H. Fonorow. 

s. 3029 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts CMr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 3029, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro
vide mechanisms to control Medicaid 
drug prices, to assure that medicaid 
beneficiaries receive quality medical 
care, and to protect the physician's 
right to prescribe. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITI'ED 

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS, 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 

BYRD <AND McCLURE> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2939 

Mr. BYRD (for himself, and Mr. 
McCLURE) proposed an amendment to 
the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 666) 
making further GOntinuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1991, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

In subsection lOl<b>. after "the Senate as 
of October 1, 1990," insert "or at a rate for 
operations not exceeding the current rate 
and under the authority and conditions.pro
vided in applicable appropriations Acts for 
the fiscal year 1990,". 

In section 103, strike the sum 
"$262,969,000,000" and insert in lieu there
of: "$265,369,000,000". 

In subsection 108(c), strike "October 20, 
1990," and insert in lieu thereof: "October 
19, 1990,". 

In section 114, strike "October 20, 1990" 
and insert in lieu thereof: "October 19, 
1990". 

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 2940 
Mr. BYRD proposed an amendment 

to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 666). 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of the joint resolution add the 
following: 

"It is the sense of Congress that the date 
by which committees should report their 
reconciliation language to their respective 
Budget Committees should be October 12; 
that the Budget Committee should report 
the reconciliation bills no later than close of 
business October 3; that it is the sense of 
the Senate that the Senate should begin 
consideration of the reconciliation bill on 
the first day of session following its report 
by the Budget Committee.". 

AUTHORIZATION FOR SENATOR 
BRYAN TO SIGN ENROLLMENT 
ON HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
666 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Senator 

BRYAN be authorized to sign the en
rollment on House Joint Resolution 
666. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MILDRED AND CLAUDE PEPPER 
SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask that the Chair lay before the 
Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives on H.R. 2666. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 
before the Senate the following mes
sage from the House of Representa
tives: 

Resolved. That the House disagree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
2666) entitled "An act to establish a Mildred 
and Claude Pepper Scholarship Program," 
and ask a conference with the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses there
on. 

Ordered. That Mr. Hawkins, Mr. Ford of 
Michigan, Mr. Williams, Mr. Goodling, and 
Mr. Coleman of Missouri be the managers 
of the conference on the part of the House. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist ori its 
amendment and agree to the request 
of the House for a conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
and that the chair be authorized to ap
point conferees. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. 
KENNDY, Mr. PELL, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Mr. HATCH and Mrs. KASSEBAUM con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICE ENHANCEMENT ACT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask that the Chair lay before the 
Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives on S. 1430 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 
refore the Senate the following mes
sage from the House of Representa
tives: 

Resolved. That the House insist upon its 
amendments to the bill <S. 1430> entitled 
"An act to enhance national and community 
service, and for other purposes," and ask a 
conference with the Senate on the disagere
ing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Ordered, That the following Members be 
the managers of the conference on the part 
of the House: 

From the Committee on Education and 
Labor, for consideration of the Senate bill 
<except sections 222, 501, 502, 507, and 508), 
and the House amendment <except sections 
132<e>, 191-195, and 199), and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. Hawkins, Mr. 
Ford of Michigan, Mr. Gaydos, Mr. Miller of 
California, Mr. Kildee, Mr. Williams, Mr. 
Martinez, Mr. Owens of New York, Mr. 
Sawyer, Mrs. Lewey of New York, Mrs. Un
soeld, Mr. Goodling, Mr. Gunderson, Mr. 
Coleman of Missouri, Mr. Petri, Mr. Tauke, 
Mrs. Roukema, and Mr. Fawell. 

From the Committee on the Judiciary, for 
consideration of section 132<e> of the House 
amendment, and modifications committed 
to conference: Mr. Brooks, Mr. Edwards of 
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California, Mr. Staggers, Mr. Fish, and Mr. 
Dannemayer. 

From the Committee on Energy and Com
merce~ for consideration of section 222, 501, 
and 502 of the Senate bill, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Mr. Dingell, 
Mr. Thomas A. Luken, Mr. Waxman, Mr. 
Lent. and Mr. Whittaker: Except that, for 
consideration of sections 501 and 502, Mr. 
.Madigan is a.pPointed in lieu of Mr. Whitta
ker. 

From Ute Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
for consideration of sections 507 and 508 of 
the Senate bill, and :sections 191-199 Qf the 
House amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Mr. Fascell, Mr. 
Berman, Mr. Levine of California, Mr. 
Broomfield, and Mr. Gilman. 

From the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, for consideration of subtitle C 
of title I of the Senate bill and title II of the 
House amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference; Mr. Udall, Mr. Vento, 
Mr. Lewis of Georgia, Mr. Young of Alaska, 
and Mr. Lagomarsino. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate disagree to the 
House amendment and agree to the re
quest for a conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses, and that 
the Chair be authorized to appoint 
conferees. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. PELL, Mr. DODD, Ms. MIKUL
SKI, Mr. HATCH, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. 
DuRENBERGER conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

PERMANENT ENDOWMENT FOR 
THE EISENHOWER FELLOW
SHIP PROGRAM 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask that the Chair lay before the 
Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives on S. 2017. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 
before the Senate the following mes
sage from the House of Representa
tives: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate 
CS. 2017> entitled "An Act to provide a per
manent endowment for the Eisenhower Ex
change Fellowship Program," do pass with 
the following amendment: 

Page 8, after line 8, insert: 
SEC. 9. FASCELL FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This section may be 
cited as the "Fascell Fellowship Amend
ments Act of 1990". 

(b) SERVICE OF FASCELL FELLOWS.-
Cl) ESTABLISHMENT.-Section 1002(a) of 

the Fascell Fellowship Act (22 U.S.C. 
4901<a>: hereinafter in this section referred 
to as "the Act") is amended-

<A> by striking out "formerly" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "which would otherwise 
be"; and 

CB> by striking out "in the Soviet Union or 
Eastern European countries" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "abroad". 

(2) PuRPOSE OF THE FELLOWSHIPS.-Section 
1002<c> of the Act <22 U.S.C. 4901<c» is 
amended-

< A> by striking out "in the Soviet Union or 
an Eastern European country" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "abroad"; and 

CB> by striking out "Soviet or Eastern Eu
ropean" and inserting in lieu thereof "that 
country's". 

(3) INDIVIDUAL WHO MAY RECEIVE A FELLOW· 

SHIP.-Section 1002<d> of the Act <22 U.S.C. 
490l<d)) is amended by striking out "Soviet 
or Eastern European area studies or lan
guages" and inserting in lieu thereof "inter
national affairs, foreign languages, or career 
and professional experience or interest in 
international affairs,". 

<c> FELLowsmP BoARD.-
< 1> MEMBERSHIP.-Section 1003<b> of the 

Act (22 U.S.C. 4902(b)) is amended in para
graph <4> by striking out "Soviet or Eastern 
European area studies or languages" and in
serting in lieu thereof "international affairs 
or foreign languages,". 

<2> TRANSITION.-The amendment made 
by paragraph < 1 > shall apply only to ap
pointments to the Fascell Fellowship Board 
after the date of the enactment of this sec
tion and shall not affect the service of mem
bers of such board on the date of the enact
ment of this section. 

(d) POSTING OF FELLOWS.-Section 1005<a> 
of the Act <22 U.S.C. 4904<a» is amended by 
striking out "in the Soviet Union or Eastern 
Europe" and inserting in lieu therof 
"abroad". 

Mr. MITCHELL. I move that the 
Senate concur in the amendment of 
the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. DOLE I move to lay that motion 

on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con
sideration, en bloc, of Calendar Nos. 
896 and 897; that the bills be read a 
third time and passed; that the motion 
to reconsider the passage of these bills 
be laid upon the table. 

I further ask unanimous consent 
that any statements relating to these 
calendar items appear at the appropri
ate place in the RECORD, and that the 
consideration of these items appear in
dividually in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill <H.R. 3468) to amend the 
act entitled "An Act to extend the 
Wetlands Loan Act," to provide for 
the expansion of the Stewart B. 
McKinney National Wildlife Refuge, 
was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

CHEHALIS RIVER BASIN FISH
ERY RESOURCES STUDY AND 
RESTORATION ACT 
The bill (H.R. 3787) to authorize a 

joint Federal, State, and tribal study 
for the restoration of the fishery re
sources of the Chehalis River Basin, 
Washington, and for other purposes,' 
was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, 
OCTOBER 9, 1990 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 10 a.m. on Tues
day, October 9; that following the 
prayer, the Journal of the proceedings 
be deemed approved to date; that the 
time for the two leaders be reserved 
for their use later in the day; and that 
upon reservation of leaders' time, the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 946, S. 3167, the Social 
Security pay-as-you-go proposal; and 
that the Senate stand in recess from 
12:30 to 2:15 p.m. in order to accommo
date the party conferences. 

The PRE~SIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess, as under the 
previous order, until 10 a.m. this 
morning. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 1:19 a.m., recessed until 
Tuesday, October 9, 1990, at 10 a.m. 
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